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Current Topics. 


The Land Registry’s New Scheme. 


Ir wit be seen from the circular which we print elsewhere 
that a conference of provincial solicitors and representatives of 
provincial law societies has been convened by the Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies. for the 9th of December at Derby, 
to consider the course to be taken by the provincial members of 
the profession, in conjunction with the Council of the Law 
Society, for the purpose of preventing any proposal for the 
extension of the system of ap aarp | on of title 
being made, or of resisting it in case it should be made, until a 
full and independent inquiry fiads that such a course is 
warranted by the experiment now on its trial in London. We 
need hardly say that the proposal has our wep Sap: 
and we would appeal to country practitioners to make a 
effort to be present at the conference. The occasion is an 
altogether exceptional one, and every solicitor in the provinces 
who does not desire to see the greater of his conveyancing 
work transferred to a Government office, and heavy fees levied on 
landowners, should lend his influence to the pro movement 
by his presence at the conference. It is that the result 
of the meeting will be the formation of a representative body 
= will be oe fe render ——_ — to = 

uncil of the Law Society in resisting the proposed scheme 
extending the system of compulsory registration of title to the 
whole country. 


The Proposed School of Law. 


WE unpgrstanp that the benchers of the Inner Temple have, 
by a large majority, passed a resolution declining to assent to 
the charter for the proposed School of Law. ere appear to 
have been several grounds of dissatisfaction with the scheme. 
It was thought by some of the benchers that there was no 
pe: security againet unnecessary iture in the erection 
of a building for the school, and some di intment was felt 
that a recommendation that it should be provided that the 

i case be erected upon a site not more 
the Law Courts was di / 
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The Shrievalty of Southampton. 


Tue JupcEs present at the sitting for the nomination of 
sheriffs decided that, for the purposes of the shrievalty, the Isle 
of Wight formed part of the county of Southampton, and that 
Mr. Epwarp Carrer was not disqualified for the office of sheriff 
of Southampton by the fact that the only land of which he was 
owner was in the Isle of Wight. We believe that this decision 
was in accordance with an opinion of the Crown officers (Sir C. 
Russzxt and Sir J. Riesy) given some years ago, which was 
communicated to the judges. 


Trial Before a Judge and Assessors. 

Mr. Justice Watton, at the recent Manchester Assizes, had 
before him a long and intricate case which he considered wholly 
unsuited for trial by jury. The learned judge observed that 
similar cases were generally referred to arbitration, but that such 
references were open to serious objection because of the expense 
attending them, an expense often equal to that of a long trial by 
jury @ added that he could not understand why such a case 
could not be tried by a judge sitting with qualified assessors in 
the same manner as certain classes of cases were tried in the 
Admiralty Court. The counsel engaged in the case thought that 
there would be difficulty in carrying out this suggestion, but the 
precise nature of this difficulty does not seem to have been 
explained. We have always been of opinion that the mode of 
trying cases recommended by the judge would be a useful addi- 
tion to the procedure of the courts. It is expressly provided for 
by section 56 of the Judicature Act, 1873, and further directions 
as to the mode of conducting it might be given by rules of 
court. 


Savings from After-acquired Property. 


Coxstpzrasie doubt has been felt as to the correctness of the 
decision of Kexewicu, J., in Re Bendy (43 W. R. 345; 1895, 1 
Ch. 109), that a covenant to settle the after-acquired property of 
a married woman binds savings out of income if they are invested 
in a permanent form. The object of the covenant is only to 
bring into the settlement property which comes from outside 
sources. The income of the married woman comes to her for her 
own use under the settlement, and it would be very inconvenient 
if it was bound to go back into the settlement, and if she lost 
control of it simply because she did not spend it at 
once. Some foundation for the doctrine of Re Bendy is to be 
found in the decision of Lord Expon, C., in Lewis v. Maddocks 
(8 Ves. 150, 17 Ves. 48), but there the nature of the covenant 
was different. That was a husband’s covenant to settle all the 
personal property which during the coverture he should be 
possessed of. Whatever may be thought as to the correctness of 
that decision, there is no need to extend it to the case of 
covenants entered into for different reasons and expressed in 
different language. Hence in Finlay v. Darling (45 W. R. 445; 
1897, 1 Ch. 719) Romer, J., declined to follow Re Bendy, and 
held that investments of the married woman’s income were not 
bound by the covenant, and a like decision has recently been given 
by Bucxtey, J., in Re Clutterbuck’s Settlement (53 W.R. 10). It 
may be noticed that in Re Dowding’s Trusts (52 W.R. 293; 1904, 
1 . 441) Kexewicn, J., had occasion to fefer to his own 
decision in Re Bendy, and appears to have been prepared to 
acquiesce in the refusal to follow it. It may now, perhaps, be 
taken that Re Bendy is gone, and a married woman may safely 
rely upon being allowed to keep the property into which she has 
converted her own savings out of income. 


Deeds Executed by a Lunatic. 

Tue pxctston of the Court of Appeal, in Re ZL. V. W. (a Person 
of Unsound Mind) (ante, p. 33) appears to impose a greater 
disability upon lunatics in respect of the settlement of their 

than the cases warrant. In Ziliot v. Ince (7D. M. & 

. 475), where a lunatic so found had executed a power of 
attorney under which her copyhold estate tail was subsequently 
barred, Lord Casnworrn, ©., found a difficulty “in holding 
that tke deed of a lunatic was void, considering that a 
lunatic whose lunacy was not superseded might in law 
make a valid will, if proved to have been made in a lucid 
interval,” and he directel an issue to be tried whether at 
the time the power of attormey was executed and acted 


on the lunatic was “of sound mind, so as to be sufficient 
for the government of herself, hor lands and possessions.” In the 
earlier case of Ex parte Sir Benjanin Wriyht (1 Vern. 155) Lord 
Keeper Nort refused to direct that a lunatic so found should 
be inspected with a view to his making a settlement of his 
estate; but directed that, if he made a settlement, this should 
be done before the justices of the Common Pleas by fine, so 
that they might examine him. Thus both these cases recognize 
that the deed of a lunatic so found will be valid, if at the time 
when he executes it he is in fact of sound mind, though possibly 
it would have to be proved that he was of sound mind for all 
purposes, and not merely for the purpose of disposing of his 
property. In the case of an executed contract or conveyance 
for valuable consideration, the power of the lunatic extends 
further, and if the other party acted in good faith and had no 
knowledge of the lunacy, the transaction will not be set aside: 
Holton v. Camroux (2 Ex., p. 503, 4 Ex. 17). But this does not 
apply, as Lord Cranworts pointed out in Elliot v. Ince (supra), 
‘‘when there is no contract for value—when, in fact, there has 
been merely a dealing by the lunatic with his own property 
without any consideration passing from others.” 


The Prerogative of the Crown as regards Lunatics. 


Ir 1s, perhaps, not altogether easy to reconcile the course 
taken by the Court of Appeal in Re £. V. W. (supra) with the 
above cases. The lunatic in the present case was possessed of 
considerable personal property, and was unmarried and of 
illegitimate birth. As matters stood, therefore, the Orown 
would be entitled to the property on her death. She desired to 
avoid that result by making, in effect, a settlement of her 
property on herself for life, with remainder among certain persons 
who were relations of one or other of her parents; and she wished 
to have the opportunity of having the validity of the deed tested 
during her life. Upon the above authorities it would seem that 
the beneficiaries would be entitled to have the validity of the deed 
determined after her death, and it would not be unnatural to 
permit proceedings for this purpose to be taken during her life. 
But the Court of Appeal held that the prerogative of the Crown 
over the property of the lunatic, as now defined by section 120 of 
the Lunacy Act, 1890, was a bar to any disposition by the lunatic 
of her property. There would be a conflict of control, it was 
said, between the committee and the persons who would become 
entitled in remainder. With all due deference, it seems that 
this puts the Crown prerogative too high. The rights of the 
Crown are only effective so far as they are not displaced by a 
valid exercise of the lunatic’s rights, and if the lunatic, in a 
lucid interval, disposes of his property so as to reduce 
his interest to a life estate, the subsequent power of the 
committee extends only to such life estate, and there is 
no more conflict of control than in any other case where a 
lunatic has only a life interest in property. According to the 
judgment of the Court of Appeal, the Crown can avail itself of 
its statutory right of control over the lunatic’s property through 
the committee so as to secure that the Crown shall not be 
deprived of a windfall at the lunatic’s death. Assuming, as the 
report seems to indicate, that the lunatic is in fact in a position to 
decide rationally upon the destination of her property after her 
death, the result appears to be very harsh to her. Hither under 
the deed or by her will the property may in fact go after her 
death as she desires, but the prerogative of the Crown is made 
a reason for depriving her of the satisfaction of knowing 
whether this will be so or no. 


Conditions of Residence. 


Tus qvuzstion of the effect under the Settled Land Acts of 
imposing on a tenant for life a condition of residence arose in a 
new form before Joyoz, J., in Re Richardsan ” W. R11). A 
testatrix devised her residuary real and personal estate 
to her niece upon condition that she resided in the house of the 
testatrix during the lifetime of a sister of the testatrix, and 
kept a home for her there whenever the sister should require it. 
Upon the failure of the niece to comply with this condition, 
the whole of the property was devised to another niece subject 
to a like condition. The condition was, from the point of view 
of the testatrix, a perfectly reasonable one to impose; but it 
took no account of the present policy of the law to secure 
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the free alienation of land, and in icular of section 
51 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, which renders void 
any condition in a settlement, will, or other assurance whereby a 
tenant for life is prohibited from exercising, or is put into a 
position inconsistent with his exercising, any power under the 
Act. In several cases it has been held that this section makes 
a condition of residence on the settled property void so far as it 
interferes with the statutory power of sale (see Re Paget's 
Settled Estates, 30 Ch. D. 161; Re Carne’s Settled Estates, 47 
W. R. 352; 1899, 1 Ch. 324), and the tenant for life is entitled 
to sell and to enjoy the income of the proceeds of sale. In the 
present case the sister for whom the testatrix wished to 
rovide had been for some ten years confined as a 
fonatie, and it was improbable that she would recover. But 
this circumstance does not seem to touch the question of the 
effect of the condition. It was argued that the condition was 
not simply a restriction upon the seh of sale, but was a reserva- 
tion imposed for the benefit of the sister, but Joyos, J., declined 
to take this view of it—apparently upon the ground that the 
provision for the sister was not ceenmed in sufficiently definite 
terms on the property. It was not a charge of an annual sum 
or permission to occupy a specific part of the premises. Hence 
he held that it was a mere condition interfering with the exercise 
of the statutory powers, and to that extent was void; and as the 
devisee, being entitled in fee subject to an executory limitation 
over, had the powers of a tenant for life under section 58, sub- 
section 1 (2), she was entitled to sell free from the condition. 
With the question of any interest which the testatrix’s sister 
might have in the proceeds of sale, oe as reported, 
does not deal, although the point was raised by the summons. 


Reversionary Leases. 


A REMARKABLE instance of the technicalities which govern the 
law of distress is afforded by the judgment of Swinren Eapy, 
J., in Lewis v. Baker (Times, 3rd inst.). A lease of certain 
premises was granted on the 6th of December, 1865, for a term 
of forty years from the 6th of July, 1864. It was due to expire, 
therefore, on the 6th of July, 1904. On the 30th of June, 1902, 
this lease was assigned to Bakrr. On the 6th of May, 1902, the 
freeholder had entered into an agreement to grant to BaxkER 
a reversionary lease for seventy-three years, to commence from 
the 6th of July, 1904. In effect, therefore, Baxer obtained a 
right to the premises for seventy-five years, and he subsequently 
granted a sub-lease for twenty-one years from the 29th of 
a 1908. The rent under the sub-lease fell into arrear, 
and in February, 1904, Baxzr distrained on the plaintiff, who 
was the occupier of a part of the premises. But in so doing he 
overlooked the gap in his legal title caused by the imminent 
expiration of the original lease. To support the right of distress, 
it is essential that a legal reversion should be in the distrainor— 
unless, indeed, he can bring the doctrine of Walsh v. Lonsdale 
(31 W. R. 109, 21 Oh. D. 9) to his aid—and Baxzr had lost his 
reversion when he created the sub-lease for twenty-one years. 
This period exceeded the length of the residue of his own term, 
and hence it operated as an assignment of that term. To support 
BakER’s = of distress, recourse was naturally had to the 
agreement for a reversionary lease, and it was urged that, upon 
the authority of Walsh v. Lonsdale, this lease was to be treated 
as though it had been actually granted. But even so, the 
defendant’s case was not improved. If it had been granted, it 
would still have been only a reversionary lease, and therefore, 
until entry under it, an interesse termini, which is a right only 
and not an estate: see Doe v. Walker (5 B. & 6. 111). 
Consequently there was no merger of the residue of the old 
term in the new lease, and the position remained as though there 
had been no agreement for a reversionary lease. Baxsr had no 
reversion under the supposed sub-lease, and his distress was 
unlawful. The case is an extremely interesting one from the 
lawyer’s point of view, and is an example of the danger there 
may be in attempting to enforce a right so purely technical as 
the right of distress. 


Liability of Owner for Paving Expenses. 
THe REVERSAL by the Oourt of Appeal (anée, p. 13) of the 


judgment of the Divisional Court in the case of Millard v. 
Balby-with-Hexthorpe Urban District Council, where a question 


arose as to the time when the personal liability of an owner for 


ivisional Court considered that they were bound by the 
case of Reg. v. Swindon Local Board (4 Q. B. D. 305), and Lord 
Averstong, O.J., maintained that the opinion which Cooxsury, 
O.J., then expressed was “not a mere matter of dictum, but 
a matter of judgment.” In fact, the crucial circumstances 
in the two cases were quite different. In the earlier case the 
person on whom the demand for paving expenses was made 
ceased to be the owner of the property before the completion of 
the works, while in the latter case the defendant, who was owner 
when the works were completed, had ceased to be owner only 
before the expenses were apportioned and the demand was 
made. Moreover, Cocksurn, C.J., treated the completion of the 
works and the demand of payment as simultaneous events. It 
seems clear that he did not appreciate the fact that there might 
be, and always in practice is, an interval between them, and he 
did not apply his mind to the case when such interval occurs. 
Indeed, his whole argument seems to be directed against 
the injustice of charging the expenses upon the owner 
who made default originally in not doing the work, but 
who, in the meantime, had i be owner, —. — 
rson had come into possession and was getting the benefit o 
Pre completed works. But the person who is owner when the 
works are completed, even though he should part with the ae 
perty immediately afterwards, may be ed as having 
the benefit of the works, because they would probably increase 
the price obtained upon the sale. As the Master of the Rolls 
pointed out, the facts in the earlier case did not raise the point 
which in the later case came up for decision. The judgment of 
the Court of Appeal may be regarded as satisfactory from the 
point of view of practice. In the first place, it is convenient that 
the time when the personal liability for the expenses attaches 
should synchronize with the time when the expenses become a 
charge on the property ; and, secondly, if the court had come to 
a contrary decision, then, in cases in which the ownership of the 
property had changed between the completion of the works and 
the demand of payment, no one would have been personally 
liable for the expenses to the local authority. It may, however, 
be pointed out that the old anomaly under the Metropolis 
Management Acts will continue. When street works are 
executed under those Acts (which make the expenses a charge 
on the owners one and not on the premises), the appor- 
tionment may made, and liability will then attach even 
before the works have been begun. Thus a lessee who 
has covenanted to pay “outgoings” may find himself saddled 
with the cost of works which were not executed till after the 
determination of his tenancy: see Wiz v. Rutson (1899, 1 Q. B. 
474). The Master of the Rolls stated that it was ‘‘ not necessary 
to decide the question whether, if a man who was owner at the 
time of the notice made default, and then, before the completion 
of the works, sold the premises to someone else, both would be 
liable.” This was the — actually decided in 7 v. 
Swindon Local Board, and it was decided in the negative. There 
is no reason to suppose that the Court of Appeal would hold 
otherwise. As Vavcsan Wittiams, L.J., pointed out in dilen 
and Driscoll’s ‘Contract (1904, 2 Ch. D., at p. 231), “There is a 
distinction between a case in which an order has been made by 
a magistrate under the Building Act to do certain . 
and default has been made in obeying the order, and a case like 
the present [i.¢., under the Public Health Act, 1875], in which 
there has been only a default in compliance with a notice served 
on an owner giving him an opportunity of doing certain works 
himself.” It would seem that in the former case the liability 
would be, while in the latter case it would not be, an ‘‘ out- 
going” as between vendor and purchaser, if the vendor had 
contracted to pay all “outgoings” up to the time of the 
completion of the purchase. 


Remuneration of Directors. 

THE REMUNERATION of a = Hon = < soveenee 
incorporated for ing on un i a public nature, 
is, i ont 91 of a Act, 1845, - be 
determined by a meeting e company, and in 
the case of i trading companies under the Com- 
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companies adopting Table A) to be determined by the 
company in general meeting. These provisions certainly con- 
template the receipt of remuneration by the directors, though 
they prevent the directors from fixing the value of their own 
services. A provision for remuneration is to be found in Railway 
Acts passed before the Companies Clauses Act, 1845, but in 
earlier Acts nothing is said about remuneration, and it appears 
to have been thought that the office of a director was an honorary 
one, and that he had no claim to any recompense for his 
services. In Dunston v. The Imperial Gas Light Co., decided in 
1832 (3 B. & Ad. 125), a gaslight company, incorporated by 
statute, was empowered to make bye-laws under seal for its 
government and for regulating the proceedings of its directors, 
servants, &c. A resolution, not under seal, having been 

passed that the directors should be allowed remuneration for 
their services, it was held that it gave a director no right to 
maintain an action for remuneration, Lord TENTERDEN saying: 
“‘ The Act itself says nothing of remuneration, and I cannot see 
how in point of law directors could maintain any action for a 
recompense, at least unless there had been a resolution under 
seal in the nature of a bye-law.”” Where a company has been 
incorporated by a special Act prior to the Companies Clauses 
Act (and which does not, therefore, apply it), some difficulty 
may be felt in awarding remuneration to the directors if the 
— Act contains no provision with regard to payment for 
eir services. But, in the absence of any express prohibition, 
there seems to be no objection to this remuneration being voted 
at a general meeting of the shareholders. It is true that the 
Act says nothing about remuneration to the directors, but it 
may be observed that in the case of treasurers, secretaries, and 
other officers, whom the directors are empowered to appoint, 
nothing is usually said about the recompense for their services. 
The company, as a corporation, have a general power to carry 
on their undertaking or business, and if a majority of the 
members of the corporation are of opinion that the directors 
ought to be remunerated, and pass a resolution to this effect, 
there seems to be no reason why it should not be binding on the 


corporation. 
Appeal in Criminal Cases. 


Txosz wHo have lately considered the case of Mr. Apvotr 
Buck, and who have complained that in this country there is no 
Court of Criminal Appeal, may find some interest in observing 
the procedure under the French law of June, 1895, which 
ena the Supreme Court to set aside the judgment and 
sentence in a criminal cause or matter and order a new trial 
whenever a fresh fact is disclosed sufficient to establish the 
innocence of the person accused. In a case just determined in 
France the question was whether the result of recent scientific 
discoveries, which were unknown to the judges at the time of 
the conviction, would constitute a ‘‘fresh fact” sufficient to 
afford a ground for the revision of a sentence, within the meaning 
of this law. One Danvat, a chemist, was in 1878 condemned 
to penal servitude for life by the Court of Assizes of the Seine 
for the murder of his wife by poison. The opinion of the 
experts that she had died by poison was fountied upon the 
discovery of traces of arsenic in her body. Chemical science 
has since then made great progress, and it was now stated by 
scientific witnesses that the human body contains, under ordinary 
circumstances, an appreciable quantity of arsenic, and that in 
the particular case, through moisture and other circumstances, 
arsenical vapours might have been produced and have so far 
affected the body as that the presence of arsenic might be 
explained without resorting to the hypothesis that poison had 
been administered to her. An inquiry was directed by the 
Criminal Chamber of the Supreme Court for the purpose of 
taking the opinion of experts as to whether recent discoveries 
had di a “fresh fact” which would warrant a revision of 
the sentence. Danvat, who, after twenty-three years’ detention 
in the convict settlement at Cayenne, had been discharged from 
the remainder of his sentence, was present at the hearing of the 


application. 
The Property in Water. 
Wares, at all times one of the necessaries of life, has of late 


agriculture and commerce. There are, however, some passages 
in the text writers with regard to the property in water which 
may easily be misunderstood. In Blackstone’s Commentaries 
(vol. 2, p. 18) it is said: ‘‘ Water is a moveable, wandering thing, 
and must of necessity continue common by the law of nature, so 
that I can only have a temporary, transient, usufructuary property 
therein; wherefore, if a body of water runs out of my pond into 
another man’s, I have no right to reclaim it.” The learned 
author, in another passage, says that the elements of light, air, 
and water are things which, so long as they remain in possession, 
every man has a right to enjoy without disturbance, but if once 
they escape from his custody return to the common stock, and 
any man else has an equal right to seize and enjoy them after- 
wards. These passages appear to suggest that water is not in 
the ordinary sense the subject of property, and, as was argued as 
recently as the year 1883 in Ferens v. O’ Brien (11 Q. B. D, 21) 

that water could not be the subject of larceny at common law. 
The court there held that the respondent could be convicted for 
feloniously stealing two buckets of water from the branch pipes 
of a waterworks company, and that the fact that the Legislature 
had in the Waterworks Acts imposed penalties for the taking of 
water from the pipes of the company was not inconsistent with 
the common law remedy. When it is remembered that there has 
been for many years a brisk sale of mineral waters in bottle, and 
that only a few years ago ordinary drinking water was sold in 
Paris from casks, we may be rather surprised that the con- 
viction was challenged. We can find no decision in the English 
courts relating to ice as a subject of property, but in America it 
has been held that ice, put away in an ice-house for domestic 
use, is the private property of the occupier of the ice-house, and 

the subject of larceny. This, of course, was without prejudice 
to the rule that larceny cannot be committed of things which 
belong to the realty, and it may well be that the taking of ice 
from the surface of an open pond or river would only amount to 

a trespass. 


Members of Parliament as Sheriffs. 


A curious question came before the court, consisting of the 
Lord Chief Justice and five judges, and presided over by the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, to examine questions relating to 
the nomination of sheriffs. Major Coarzs, who is Member of 
Parliament for Lewisham, desired to be a sheriff of the county 
of Surrey. As he wished to hold office for another county than 
that in which he is Member of Parliament, the difficulty could 
not occur that he would have to act as returning officer at his 
own election. But there remained an obstacle in a resolution of 
the House of Commons, passed on the 7th of January, 1689-90, 
“That the nomination of any member of this House to the King 
to be made a sheriff is a breach of the privileges of this House.” 
Counsel urged that Major Coarzs desired to waive the point of 
privilege. The same plea was advanced on behalf of the 
member, Sir JonarHan JENNINGS, who gave cause for the 
original motion. But it was overruled. The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer suggested that a rescinding motion might be made 
in the House of Commons before next year. Circumstances 
have so changed that the reason for the breach of privilege is 
not clear at once. It arose in this way: Laxity in attendance of 
Members of Parliament, instead of being left to the party whips, 
was dealt with by the House. Residence in London, therefore, 
was necessary. But when the King appointed a member to be 
a sheriff his duties in that office required his residence in the 
county. It was held to be incompatible that one person should 
attempt the two sets of duties. By calling upon a Member of 
Parliament to undertake the office of sheriff, the King, therefore, 
committed a breach of the privileges of the House of Commons. 


Judicious Advocacy. 


Goop apvocacy is not confined to the superior courts. Ina 
case recently before one of the metropolitan police magistrates 
a married woman was charged with stealing a skirt from the 
door of a shop. The advocate for the defendant might have 
addressed the magistrate at considerable length. He might have 
dwelt upon the absence of motive; the insufficiency of the 
evidence; the difficulty in drawing a sharp line between 
removing an article for the purpose of examination, and removing 
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kleptomania, which has of late years been so alarmingly pre- 
ar in the principal shops of London; the fearful por 8 ity 
in giving a decision which might blast the reputation of one who 
had hitherto borne an unblemished character, and he might have 
concluded by urging that the ag was really the person 
to blame for exposing his goods for sale in such a manner that 
they might be stolen. The advocate seems to have wholly 
disregarded these topics. He merely said that he could offer no 
excuse or explanation for the conduct of the 
She was a woman of excellent character and her husband a most 
respectable man. All she could do was to throw herself upon 
the mercy of the court. The magistrate, after observing that the 
advocate had judiciously refrained from setting up any of those 
absurd defences for dishonesty which were so often raised in 
shoplifting cases, accepted the husband’s recognizances to bring 
the accused up for judgment if called upon. A skilful advocate 
is born rather than made, but there can be little doubt that the 
faculties of even the best advocates are sharpened by experience 
and familiarity with particular tribunals. 


False Information. 

THE FoREIGN press furnishes us with a report of a case in 
which a young girl was sentenced to a month’s imprisonment for 
publishing in a newspaper at Aix-la-Chapelle a false statement 
of the betrothal of two persons. The offence is described as a 
libel, but it is not easy to imagine any circumstances in which a 
similar statement would, according to English law, constitute a 
libel. The offence of giving false information with the inten- 
tion of injuring or annoying any private person is recognized by 
the Criminal Code in India, but we find no mention of it in the 
common or statute law of England. 








Problems of | the Restraint of Trade 


Doctrine. 
Il, 

Iv a previous article an attempt was made to establish the pro- 
position that there are some partial restraints of trade which are 
so restricted in their operation that, on the principle de minimis 
non curat lex, it is unnecessary to apply to them the test of 
reasonableness, or, in other words, that in such cases the rule 
that a restraint of trade, unless reasonable, is con: to public 
policy, does not apply. This — of partial restraint may be 
classified under four heads, although perhaps, the list is not 
exhaustive. 

(1) A restraint as to the sale or purchase of a particular com- 
modity unless such commodity is the sole or staple article of the 
covenantor’s trade : see Dietrichsen v. Cabburn (2 Ph. 52), Jones v. 


’ North (19 Eq. 430), Donnell v. Bennett (22 Ch. D. 835), Hiliman 


v. Carrington (1901, 2 Ch. 275), and 4 Urmston v. Whitelegg 
(55 J. P. 453), Allsopp v. Wheateroft (L. R. 15 Eq. 59). 

(2) A covenant by the licensee of a patent not to manufacture 
articles except with the application of the patented invention 
and according to the specification : Jones v. Lees (1 H. & N. 189). 

(3) A restraint as to the name under which the covenantor 
may carry on his trade: see Vernon v. Hallam (34 Ch. D. 748). 

(4) A stipulation restraining the use of a secret process of 
manufacture: see Bryson v. Whitehead (1 8 & St. 74). 

(5) A restrictive covenant confined to particular premises of 
which the covenantor is owner or lessee. 

This last-mentioned class of partial restraints—viz., restrictive 
covenants affecting the carrying on of trade, must, however, be 
subdivided into (a) covenants which contain an absolute pro- 
hibition as to obnoxious trades or as to trade altogether, and 
(6) covenants which restrict the covenantor from dealing with 
any person other than the covenantee. With regard to the 
former, which affect the user of the property, and are, 
of course, intended to preserve the residential character of 
a particular neighbourhood, it has never been suggested that 
any considerations of public policy apply. As to the latter 
class, it is, of course, beyond question that the restraint 
is not obnoxious as between lessor and lessee (see Clegg 
v. Hands (44 Oh. D. 503), and that line of cases) or as 
between mortgagee and mortgagor during the continuance of 

the security: see Biggs v. Hoddinott (1898, 2 Oh. D. 307). Lord 


rson accused. | ( 


MaonacurTen, however, considers it doubtful ‘‘ whether such an 
_—— can be made to run with the land, or can be im 

on the owner in respect of the property, except as between lessor 
and lessee, or in the case of a mo ing the continuance 
of the security: see Noakes v. Rice (1902, A. C., at p. 32). The 
same doubt was entertained by Lord Davey (at p. 35) and by 
Lord Linpuey (at p. 36). In the face of these dicta, it seems 
doubtful whether Lord Brovanam’s decision in Keppell v. Bailey 
2 M. & K. 517) is not still law ; and whether the decisions 
in Catt v. Tourle (4 Ch. D. 654) and Luker v. Dennis (7 Ch. D. 227) 
can be supported. Both in Keppell v. Bailey (2 M. & K., at pp. 525, 
529, 531) and Cattv. Tourle (4 Ch. D., at pp. 655, 659, 662) it was 
argued that a restraint of this character was an unreasonable 
restraint of trade, and the point is dealt with at some length in 
the judgments. It is, however, submitted that, although it is 
doubtful whether such a restraint binds assignees for value 
(except as between lessee and lessor and mortgagor and mort- 
gagee), there is no reason why a contract giving the covenantee 
the exclusive right to supply a particular artisle should not be 
binding as between the original parties: see Servais Bouchard v. 
Prince's Restaurant (20 T. L. R. 574). 

a from these limited restraints, to which considerations of 
public policy do not apply, we find that practically all contracts 
in restraint of trade are entered into in connection with the sale 
of, or partnership in, the goodwill of a business, or the relation 
of employer and employed. It is true that in Hinde v. Gray 
(1 M. & G. 195) and Jones v. Heavens (4 Ch. D. 636) the covenant 
was entered into, not by the vendor of a business with the 
purchaser, but by a lessor of property with the lessee. It is 
presumed, however, that in these cases the lease practically 
amounted to a sale of the goodwill of the business carried on 
upon the premises. In Thomas v. Hayward (L. R. 4 Exch. 11) 
the question of restraint of trade was not raised. With the 
exception of the case of Wickens v. Evans (3 Y. &J. 318), a 
decision which cannot 'y be reconciled with Collins v. Locke 
(4 A. O. 674) or with the dicta in the Mogul Steamship case (1892, 
A. 0. 25, at pp. 42, 46, 51, 58), it is believed that in all the 
English decisions in which a restraint of trade has been enforced, 
the restraint has been a condition of a contract of service, part- 
nership, or sale of goodwill. 

With regard to the test of reasonableness, three rules can, it 
is submitted, be safely laid down. In the first place, there 
cannot be a covenant in gross in restraint of trade. If one man, 
apart from any business, takes a covenant in gross from another 
man that he will not trade, that is simply oppressive. He does 
not require it to protect his own interest, because he has no 
interest to protect: see Zownsend v. Jarman (1900, 2 Ch., at 

p. 701 and 703). It does not necessarily follow that the 
benefit of a contract in restraint of trade is annexed to the 
goodwill of the covenantee’s business, although this is usually 
the case. The covenant may be personal to the covenantee: see 
Davies v. Davies (36 Ch. D. 359), Berlitz School of Languages v. 
Duchene (6 Fraser’s Session Reports 181). There must, 
however, be some business to be protected. 

Secondly, it is submitted that the business which is restrained 
must be of the same nature as that carried on by the covenantee. 
For example, A., who carries on business as a watchmaker, 
cannot restrain B. from ing on the business of an umbrella 
maker: see s v. Maddocks (1892, 3 Ch. 355), Mills v. 
Dunham (1891, 1 Ch, at p. 386). The only decisions 
which seem in any w opposed to this principle are 
Everton v. Longmore (15 T. L. 356), and the recent Scotch 
decision in Ballechulish Slate Quarries v. Grant (5 Fraser's 
Session Reports, 1105), both cases of a medical attendant. 
In Everton v. Longmore, the plaintiffs were a society formed for 
the purpose of supplying medical attendants to members of 
certain affiliated societies. The defendant, who had been in the 
plaintiffs’ employ, had entered into a covenant not to practise as 
a medical man in the district, and this covenant was enforced by 
injunction. The decision seems a doubtful one, since the plain- 
tiffs, not being a trading association, can have had very little 
interest in enforcing the restraint. The Scotch decision goes 
much further, and it is to be regretted that an appeal to the 
House of Lords does not appear to have been prosecuted. 





In Ballechulish Slate Quarries v. Grant, the plaintiffs were a 
company working certain quarries, and their business was not even 
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the defendant as medical attendant for their work- 

ple, and exacted from him a contract not to practise in the 
Fistrit after the determination of the engagement. This 
restraint was enforced by the Court of Session, Lord Youne 

In the third place, it is submitted that the reasonableness of 
the restraint must be ascertained having regard to the circum- 
stances existing at the time the contract was entered into. ‘ The 
critical period at which to look is the time when the covenant 
was entered into”: see Dowden v. Pook (1904, 1 K. B., at p. 55). 
Ex post facto occurrences do not invalidate a restraint which was 
good in its inception (see Elres v. Crofts (10 C. B. 259), 
Keppell v. Bailey (2 M. & K, at p. 530)); nor, on the other 
hand, can they make a restraint good which, at the time it was 
entered into, was unreasonable. 

The majority of the Court of Appeal have, however, held that, 
in applying the test of reasonableness, it is proper to consider not 

ly the circumstances existing at the date of the contract, 
i.ec., the actual extent of the covenantee’s business, but also what 
was in the contemplation of the parties, viz., that the business 
of the covenantee was about to become of a much more extensive 
character: see Lamson Pneumatic Tube Co. v. Phillips (1904, 
W. N. 134). Inacase between employer and employé, it may 
perhaps be proper to take into consideration a contemplated 
expansion of the business which is anticipated during the term of 
employment. But it would seem to be improper to consider a 
contemplated expansion which may take place after the deter- 
mination of the employment. It is clear that the test of reason- 
ableness does not merely depend on the nature and extent of the 
employer’s business, but also on the nature and extent of the 
covenantor’s employment. Thus, if A., who is both a watch- 
maker and an umbrella maker, employs B. exclusively in watch- 
making, he cannot restrain B. from becoming an umbrella maker 
(see Morse v. Fowler, 44 Soxicrrorgy, Journat, 89); nor can he 
restrain B. in respect of a business, not carried on at the time, 
but which A. contemplates hereafter setting up: see Dubowski v. 
Goldstein (1896, 1 Q. B., at p. 481), Davis, Turner, & Co. v. 
Lowen (64 L. T. 655). 

So, again, in the case of the sale of the goodwill of a business, 
the reasonableness of the restraint must be considered, having 
regard to the subject-matter of the contract—viz., the extent of the 
business sold, and i ive of the extent of any business 
carried on at the time of sale by the covenantee: see Leather 
Cloth Co. v. Lorsont (9 Eq., at p. 354.) A covenant entered into 
in connection with the sale of a business must be valid ‘“‘ where 
the full benefit of the purchase cannot otherwise be secured to 
the purchaser”: see Nordenfelt case (1894, A.C., at p. 548). 
Thus it seems clear that, if A. sells a baker’s business in 
Houndsditch to a company who have bakeries all over England, 
@ restraint extending to England would be void. But the 
authorities leave it doubtful whether a contemplated expansion 
of the business sold can be taken into consideration. It is 
presumed that it cannot. 

These considerations as to the test of reasonableness, showing 
do that the extent and nature of the covenantec’s 

not the sole criterion, give rise to the question, 
be the test of reasonableness in a case which is not 
with the sale of a goodwill or the relation of employer 
and ed? The decisions afford no solution of this problem. 
If, apart any partnership or sale of goodwill, and apart 
from any relation of employment, a person for valuable con- 
sideration agrees not to carry on a particular trade within certain 
limits, is restraint altogether void? In Scotland it has 
apparently been decided that a man may sell a restraint of trade: 
see Stewart v. Stewart (1899, 1 F s Session 1158), 
In that case a photographer in a small town'lent his brother £5, 
and in consideration of the loan the brother contracted not to set 
up = rival business. As pointed out by Lord Youno in 
a dissenting judgment, isely the same considerations 
have — if consideration, instead of being 

had heen a sum paid as the price of the re- 
The majority of the court, however, upheld the 
om the ground, apparently, that the defendant had 
time in the employ of the plaintiff. They also 
to have adopted the erroneous principle (which was also 
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laid down by Sztwyy, L.J., in Catt v. Tourle, 4 Ch., at p. 658) 
that any restraint is reasonable which is partial and founded on 
good consideration. The decisions do not warrant any such 
assumption, although no doubt, prior to Hitchcock v. Coker 
(6 A. & E. 438), the adequacy of the consideration was sometimes 
regarded as the measure whereby to test the reasonableness of 
the restraint, and this fallacy seems to underlie the judgment of 
Day, J., in Urmston v. Whitelegg (63 L. T. 455). 

There can be no reason why a restraint should not be upheld 
‘‘in cases where the special matter appears so as to make ita 
reasonable and useful contract”: see Mitchell v. Reynolds (1st 
resolution). ‘It may often happen that individual interest and 
general convenience render engagements not to carry on trade in 
a particular place proper”: per Bzsr, C.J., in Homer v. Ashford 
(3 Bing. 328). 

The question, however, which remains to be decided is, what 
are the limitations of this “special matter’ which is said to 
justify a restraint of trade? Can a restraint of trade ever be 
justified when it is not necessary in order to enable a party to 
dispose of the fruits of his industry, or to ore the confidential 
relation subsisting between partners and between employer and 
employed ? 








Some Points on the Licensing 
Act, 1904. 
II. 


As has been said, a licence in existence on the 15th of August, 
1904, will have an enormous advantage over all licences first 
granted after that date. Renewal can only be refused without 
compensation on certain grounds, which are, to a great extent, 
within the control of the licence-holder. If the house is closed 
on what may be called public grounds, compensation must be 
paid. This compensation is a sum equal to the difference 
between the value of the licensed premises and the value which 
those premises would bear if they were not licensed; but the 
first-mentioned value is to be calculated as if the licence were 
subject to the same conditions of renewal as were applicable 
immediately before the passing of the Act, and is to include the 
amount of any depreciation of trade fixtures due to a refusal to 
renew. 

Now it is quite possible that the Act will make existing licences 
more valuable than they are at present. That remains to be 
seen ; but the effect of the Act upon the value is expressly ex- 
cluded, for the value is to be calculated as if the Act had not 
passed, and as if the conditions of renewal applicable were those 
obtaining in the first half of August, 1904. The chance of re- 
newal is obviously one of the most important considerations in 
valuing a public-house. Here, again, pe is a matter in which 
ante 1869 beerhouses will continue to have some advantage ; for 
before the passing of the Act their chances of renewal were 
superior to those of other houses, and this fact ought proportion- 
ately to increase their value. As time goes on, it will probably 
become increasingly difficult in practice to value premises upon 
conditions which at the time of valuation have long ceased 
to exist. In theory, however, the basis on which compensation 
is to be assessed is clear—we take the difference between two 
valuations and add to that a sum representing the loss as to 
trade fixtures due to the closing of the house; this is the gross 
compensation payable. It will be noticed that no account is to 
be taken of the fact that the licence-holder is being deprived of 
his means of livelihood ; it is presumed, apparently, that he can 
follow his trade elsewhere, and the compensation is based on a 
valuation of property, and on that alone. 

If the persons interested in the premjses agree upon the 
amount of the compensation to be paid, and if that amount is 
a ed of by quarter sessions, such amount, it is provided, 
shall be the amount of the compensation. Now it will probably 
strike anyone that the persons interested in the premises are all 
inter in the compensation being high. It is not clear 
with whom they are supposed to come to an agreement as 
to the amount. For instance, if the licence-holder is the 
owner of the house, and no one else has any interest in 
it, with whom is he to agree the amount? It is hard to 
see how quarter sessions can approve of any such agreed 
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amount unless they have before them the evidence of some 
valuer who is quite independent of all persons interested. In 
some cases, perhaps, the objectors to renewal will furnish such 
evidence, but it is not at all clear how it is to be obtainable 
otherwise. If no such amount is agreed upon or approved, then 
the amount of compensation is to be determined by the Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue in the same manner and subject 
to the like appeal to the High Court as on the valuation of an 
estate for the purpose of estateduty. Hence, in the first instance 
at all events, nothing in the nature of judicial proceedings or a 
formal arbitration will take place in order to assess the compensa- 
tion. The commissioners will, as provided by section 7 of the 
Finance Act, 1894, in reference to estate duty, ascertain the amount 
in such manner and by such means as they think fit ; and if they 
employ a professional valuer, the costs of his valuation are to be 
defrayed by the commissioners. If, however, the persons 
interested appeal to the High Court, as they have a right to do 
if they are not satisfied, then, of course, evidence will usually be 
given and the matter will be fully investigated in court. But in 
this case the Act provides that any costs incurred by the com- 
missioners on appeal from their decision to the High Court shall 
be paid out of the amount to be paid as compensation, unless 
the court orders them to be paid by some party to the appeal 
other than the commissioners. This provision will probably turn 
out to be a strong deterrent from the bringing of appeals. The 
costs of such an appeal may be very heavy, for the evidence is, 
as a rule, given vivd voce, Except in cases, therefore, where the 
valuation of the commissioners is very far below the amount 
which the appellants think they can support, the commissioners’ 
decision will probably be accepted. 

When the amount has been determined, it then becomes divisible 
“amongst the personsinterested in the licensed premises (including 
the holder of the licence) in such shares as may be determined 
by quarter sessions.”” The meaning of “‘ persons interested ”’ has 
already been considered ; and it is clear that when quarter sessions 
approach the question of dividing a sum of money on just and 
equitable principles between an owner in fee, a lessee, several 
mortgagees, a yearly tenant, and a manager licence-holder, 
they will find themselves confronted with a task of the very 
greatest difficulty and complexity. In case it should be con- 
tended that the licence-holder is not entitled to share in the 
compensation where he has no interest as a tenant but is a 
manager only, he is expressly mentioned as being entitled to a 
share of the compensation. It is further provided that, in 
apportioning his share to the holder, regard shall be had, not 
only to his legal interest in the premises and fixtures, but also to 
his conduct, and to the length of time during which he has been 
the holder of the licence. This seems to recognize the undoubted 
fact that a good manager adds greatly to the value of licensed 
property by lessening the chance of a refusal of renewal. If, then, 
his conduct has added to the value, the Act gives him compensa- 
tion accordingly. But when he has no legal interest in the 
premises, and when his conduct, combined with the fact that 
nominally he is the licence-holder, constitutes the only ground 
for his p oe to share in the compensation, it is very difficult 
indeed to see how his share is to be apportioned. If, however, 
he has a legal interest in the premises, as being in law a tenant, 
in no case is he entitled to receive a less amount than he would 
be entitled to as tenant from year to year; and this is so “ not- 
withstanding any agreement to the contrary.”” Now, probably, 
the majority of licence-holders who are tenants hold under 
conditions which make their tenancies considerably less than 
tenancies from year to year. They may be weekly, monthly; or 
quarterly tenants. They are, however, to be compensated as if 
they were tenants from year to year at the least, and it seems 
that any ement would be void by which the licence-holder 
contracted himself out of this right. 

If appears, therefore, that, although the interest of the licence- 
holder is immaterial in estimating the gross amount of the 
compensation, he is in all cases to be paid some amount out of 
the compensation-—/.¢., out of the pockets of those interested in 
the premises, who will usually be the brewers. Where any 
question arises between the various claimants to a share in the 
compensation, provision is made by which quarter sessions can 
shift the resp nsibility of deciding that question on to another 
tribunal, for it is enacted that if on the division of the amount 





to be paid as compensation any question arises which quarter 
sessions consider can be more conveniently determined in the 
county court, they may refer that question to the county court, © 
in accordance with rules that have yet to be made. 

It now remains to consider where the compensation money 
is to come from. The policy of the Act is to make the owners 
of houses subject to “existing licences” themselves pay the 
compensation due to the owners of any house which is closed on 
public grounds. A fund is to be formed by imposing an annual 
charge in respect of all existing licences. The rates are to be 
fixed by quarter sessions, and are to be graduated according to 
the annual value of the premises. They are not to exceed the 
maximum chi set out in a schedule to the Act. For 
example, these charges are £1 where the value is less than £15 
a year, £10 where the value is from £40 to £50 a year, &c., 
the highest maximum being £100 in cases where the annual 
value is over £900. These charges are to be paid together 
with the charges upon the excise licence, but a tenant may 
deduct the whole or part of the charge he pays from his rent. 
If his unexpired term does not exceed a year, he may deduct 
the whole charge; but if he has a lease with more than a year 
unexpired, the part of the charge he may deduct varies inversely 
with the number of years his lease has to run, according to a 
scale in a schedule. For example, if there are five years unex- 
pired, he may deduct 70 per cent. ; if there are ten years 
unexpired, he may deduct 45 per cent. ; if twenty, 15 per cent. 
The licence-holder is precluded from contracting himself out of 
this right to deduct the charge from his rent. 

The compensation fund will obviously be of somewhat slow 
growth, but it will not be necessary to wait until the fund is 
large enough before houses can be closed, for power is given to 
quarter sessions, with the consent of a secretary of state, to 
borrow money for the payment of compensation upon the security 
of the fund. — eas 

The carrying out of the provisions of this important Act is 
entrusted, for the most part, to quarter sessions. “ Quarter 
sessions,” however, for the — of the Act, is to have a 
somewhat restricted meaning. Thus, it is provided that quarter 
sessions may delegate any of their powers and duties under the 
Act to a committee. But in a county this delegation is toa 
great extent obligatory, and they are required to so delegate 
their power of confirming a new licenee and of determining 
questions of renewal and compensation under the Act. In a 
county borough the Act applies as if it were a county, with 
the substitution for quarter sessions of the whole body of justices 
acting in and for the borough. These justices, it appears, have 
the option to delegate their powers under the Act to a com- 
mittee of their body. In the case of a borough which is not 
a county borough, but which has a separate commission of the 
peace, the justices of such borough are entitled to appoint one of 
their number to act on the committee of the county with refer- 
ence to any question of renewal and compensation under the Act. 
Hence the committee of the county justices will include one 
representative from each of these boroughs. The Act, therefore, 
has a considerable effect on the constitution of the tribunals with 
licensing jurisdiction. Thus, when the licensing justices in a 
county refuse a renewal on one of the specified grounds, the 
appeal from such refusal is to quarter sessions at large, and 
every justice, who is not for some reason disqualified, will have 
a right to adjudicate. But if the licensing justices think that a 
renewal should be refused on public grounds, the question is 
referred, not to quarter sessions at large, but to a committee to 
be appointed under the Act. In county boroughs we find a 
remarkable difference in the tribunal to which questions may be 
referred in various circumstances. Thus, if the ee licensing 
justices refuse to renew on one of the four grounds, there is an 
appeal from them to the county quarter sessions; whereas & 
question of refusal on public grounds, with a right of compensa- 
tion, is referred to the whole body of the dereugé justices. Thus 
a very old grievance is kept alive to a - extent. It is not 
easy to see why it has been kept alive. It would seem that the 
Act afforded a good opportunity for putting an end to it for ever. 
The grievance is the power of county justices to overrule the 
discretion of borough justices on questions of refusing to renew. 
This power still exists where the refusal is on any of the four 


grounds, 
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Reviews. 
Work and Labour. 


WorK AND Lasour: BEING A COMPENDIUM OF THE LAW AFFECTING 
THE ConDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE MANUAL WORK OF THE 
WorkInG CLASSES IS PERFORMED IN EncLiAnp. By R. M. 
Minton-SennovseE, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell. 


A m taking up this book for the first time will at once be 
nine by the generosity with which paper is used in its production— 
the wide margins and the large type. And, moreover, out of 275 pages 
of text, the book contains 201 pages of tables, index, &c. The result 
of this is that we have a small book in the guise of a large one, On 
looking more closely into the work, the next thing that will attract 
attention is its omissions. Of all the subjects which can be included 
under the heading ‘‘ Work and Labour,” certainly no subject is of 
more importance at present, or has attracted more attention of recent 
years, t compensation for injuries. In vain, however, do we 
seek for any information on this subject. But in the preface there 
is an explanation of this, to the effect that the author has written 
exhaustively on this branch of the law in another work. No doubt 
this is so, but does not the omission of the subject make the title of 
the book misleading? Any person buying a book with such a 
title has a right to expect to find compensation for injuries dealt with. 
Let us now look at the mode in which the author treats the Factory 
and Workshop Act. We find fifteen pages! We have no fault to 
find with what we read in those pages, but it is quite impossible for 
anyone in such a small space to deal with this great subject, or with 
the 163 sections of the Act, in a manner practically useful toa lawyer. 
We might specify other omissions which would emphasize the state- 
ment that the title is too comprehensive, but these will suffice. 

As for what the book does contain, we can fully recommend it. 
There is a great deal to be found in it which it is hard to find else- 
where. Much of the matter is contained in orders and regulations, 
not always easy to discover; and much has to be sought in statutes, 
little known and referred to in but few text-books. A large 
amount of labour, and a considerable amount of knowledge and 
ability, bas been employed in the compilation of the work, which 
gives much valuable information on innumerable matters pertaining 
to a vast number of employments, from that of the policeman to that 
of the shoeblack. 





Criminal Law. 


A Dicest or THE CrimINAL LAw (CRIMES AND PUNISHMENTS). 
By the late Sir James Fitzsames STEPHEN, Bart., one of the 
Judges of the High Court. SixtH Eprrion. By Sir HERBert 
STEPHEN, Bart., Clerk of Assize for the Northern Circuit, and 
Harry Lusniveton STEPHEN, one of the Judges of the High 
Court of Calcutta. Macmillan & Co. 


This well-known book was first published in 1877, and was intended 
by its learned author to prove to the world that it is quite possible to 
codify the Criminal Law of England. It is meant to be a complete 
statement of the whole of the law relating to those offences which 
commonly occur, as short as is consistent with accuracy. In fact it 
gives the existing law in the form of a code; and if codification ever 
does take , this book will probably to a great extent furnish its 
framework. The chief value of the book is that it contains the 
considered opinions of one of the greatest criminal lawyers of the 
nineteenth century as to what that law is. As an authority it is 
constantly cited, and it has great weight with the Court for the 

i ion of Crown Cases Reserved. Since the book first 

. there have, of course, been many important changes 

in the law made by Act of Parliament. These changes have 
necessitated additions and amendments to successive editions. The 
book, however, remains in the sixth edition substantially the same 
a8 it was in the first, and whole pages are not altered in a syllable. 
Ten years have passed since the fifth edition was published. During 
that period very few statutes have been enacted, and very few 
decisions have been delivered, which can be considered of the first 
importance, The most notable change in the criminal law in the last 
ten years is certainly contained in the Larceny Act, 1901. Instead 
of the illogical and cumbrous provisions of sections 75 and 76 of the 
Larceny Act, 1861, as to misappropriation by agents, we have now a 
simple and far-reaching enactment, which enables justice to reach 
fraudulent persons who formerly escaped. To criticize the 


their hands, may be published in this state, if their leisured readers 
like it. We do protest, however, most strongly against standard 
works of law being thus treated. They might as well be published 
in picture boards. 





Books Received. 


Paley’s Law and Practice of Summary Convictions under the 
Summary Jurisdiction Acts, 1848-1899, including Proceedings 
Preliminary and Subsequent to Convictions, and the Responsibility of 
Convicting Magistrates and their Oificers, with the Summary Juris- 
diction Rules, 1886, and Forms. The Eighth Edition. By WaLTER 
H. MacnamMara, @ Master of the Supreme Court, and RALPH 
NEVILLE, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited) ; Butterworth & Co. 


Workmen’s Compensation Cases: being Reports of Cases decided 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Acts. Vol. VI. Edited by 
R. M. Minton-Sennovuse, Barrister-at-Law. William Clowes & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Practice of Interpleader by Sheriffs and High Bailiffs, with 
Acts, Rules, and Forms, By DANIEL WARDE, Barrister-at-Law. 
Second Edition. Horace Cox. 








Correspondence. 


The Admission of Solictors. 

[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 
Sir,—Referring to the very interesting article which appeared in 
your columns recently on the admission of solicitors in the reign of 
‘George IV., would it not be an advantage to future solicitors, and 
possibly the public too, if the future admissions of solicitors in the 
reign of King Edward VII. were hedged around with a little more 
ceremony ? 

From the farce of admission as it was, nominally before the Master 
of the Rolls in court, the pendulum has swung to the other extreme. 
Why should not admissions take place in the hall of the Law Society 
four times a year, once each sittings, with ceremonies something 
similar to call nights at the Inns of Court ? Many men fail 
now to realize the true obligations of the profession they are entering ; 
they practically buy their admission certificates over th- counter as it 
were, and a little more ceremony and dignity, coupled with kindly 
advice and warning from, say, the Master of the Rolls and the President 
of the Law Society for the time being, might in many instances 
have a wholesome effect upon the minds and characters of men at 
a very impressionable period of their professional lives. 

HarvVEY CLIFTON. 





‘“‘ Comparative” Professional Morality. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—It is a truism that ‘‘ two wrongs do not make one right,”’ but 
should not the lay papers be reminded by the Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL 
to bear in mind, when they are casting journalistic stones at solicitors 
generally by reason of the regrettable delinquencies of the few, that 
virtue is easy when there is no temptation, and that other classes of 
professional men are not so largely exposed to the same kind of temp- 
tation. When they are, the same lorable results are frequently 
seen, a8 has been the case recently with chartered accountants. In 
one case, reported in the public press recently, an accountant admitted, 
on his public examination in bankruptcy, that in an estate of which 
he was the liquidator there was a deficiency of nearly £4,000, In 
another case the recent investigation of affairs of a chartered account- 
ant shews defalcations amounting to £5,000. CAREY STREET. 








Mr. Justice Bray was entertained at a congratulatory dinner at the Grand 
Hotel this week by a number of his former pupils in celebration of his 
elevation to the bench. ‘The chair was proven by Mr. J. F. P. Rawlinson, 
K.C. Mr. Justice Bray was presented during the evening with a handsome 
illustrated album, which contained the names of those pupils present and 
of others who were unavoidably prevented from atfending the dinner. 


Mr, Justice Wills, in char, the grand jury at the Bodmin Assizes on 
the 14th inst., again refe to the Poor Prisoners’ Defence Act, which, 


work might almost be ssid to amount to presumption. As he said, was most imperfectly drawn. He could not help thinking that it 





to the latest edition, it will suffice to say that it makes altera- 


was prepared by someone who had never had any experience of criminal 


tions rendered necessary by changes in the law, and that such courte. He was in sympathy with the legislation, but it was rendered 


very difficult of operation by the way in which the measure was drawn. 


i are made with due care and accuracy. We have one it had been thought desirable by th to call the attention 
small fault to find with the book, and that is that, t is published with ato aan to the Poor rere | ped dled as ther want the 


ite pages uncut. We are not accustomed to meet with this annoying 


in comnection with law books. Volumes of verse by the | adopted with the greatest difficulty, ° a. of the very imperfect legis- 
minor poets, which are read chiefly by ladies, with plenty of time on lation which had foen created, by the . 


to exercise the beneficial part of the Act, which could only be 
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Points to be Noted. Carmichael (L. B 2-H. L. 


Conveyancing. 


Equitable Limitations.—In the construction of equitable limita- 
tions the court is not bound by the analogy of legal rules of construc- 
tion, but may give effect to any indication of the true intention of the 
grantor which may be found on the face of the instrument elsewhere 
than in the words of the limitation itself. An intention sufficient to 
supply the word “‘ heirs” to an equitable limitation to grandchildren 
as tenants in common may be gathered from the limitation of a gi 
$3) ‘*in default of issue.”—RzE TRINGHAM’s TRUSTS (1904, 2 Ch. 
487). 

Ancient Lights.—The owner of a tenement cannot by lapse of 
time acquire a right to all the light having access to the tenement. 
It is not sufficient, therefore, to constitute an actionable interference 
with the enjoyment of light in respect of a particular tenement that 
the amount of light so enjoyed has been appreciably or substantially 
diminish The owner of the dominant tenement must shew that 
the obstruction he complaios of is a nuisance, such as will interfere with 
a right to light measured by what is required for the ordinary pur- 
poses of inhabitancy or business of the tenement, according to the 
ordinary notions of mankind. The fact that an angle of forty-five 
degrees of unobstructed light is left to the owner of the dominant 
tenement is not conclusive that the right to light thus measured has 
not been interfered with, but affords a fair working rule upon which 
such a conclusion may be founded. The actual user of light by the 
owner of the dominant tenement will neither increase nor dimini 
his right to light.—CoLis v. HOME AND COLONIAL SToREs (53 W. R. 
30; 1904, A. ©. 179). 

Lessor and Less:e.—Expenses incurred under section 101 of the 
Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, are within the usual covenant on 
the part of the tenant to pay all ‘‘ outgoings.” Notwithstanding the 
dictum of Channell, J., in Monk v. Arnold (a case decided under the 
Factory Act, 1901) (1902, 1 K. B. 761), a tenant may be sued upon a 
covenant wide enough to include such expenses, though containing 
no specific mention of them. Such a covenant is sufficient to exclude 
the jurisdiction of a magistrate under sub-section 8 to make an order 
apportioning expenses.—GOLDSTEIN v. HOLLINGSWORTH (1904, 2 
K. B. 578); Morris v. BEALL (1904, 2 K. B. 585). 


Mortgagor and Mortgagee.—A contract between a mertgagor and 
& mortgagee, made at the time of the mortgage and as part of the 
mortgage transaction, for the purchase by the mortgagee of the 
equity of redemption in the mortgaged property, is absolutely void. 
To it the validity of such a contract gr have the t of 
preventing the mortgagor from getting back his property upon pay- 
ment off ot the amount due ray, > security, and would thus be Tn 
direct conflict with the well-established doctrine of equity embodied 
in the maxim ‘‘once a mortgage, always a ame ge v. 
JARRAH TIMBER Woop Pavine CorRPoRATION (52 W. R. 673; 1904, 
A. C. 323). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re RICHARD AND GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. No.1. 8th Nov. 


Rarbway—Minerats—Murverats Unper Rartway—Noricr Nor tro Work— 
Comprnsation—Inrerest—Rartways Otauses Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vier. c. 
20), 8. 78. 


Appeal from the judgment of Channell, J., upon an award of an 
arbitrator stated in the form of a special case. Richard was the lessee for a 
term of years of seams of coal exten under the line of the Great Western 
Railway Co. In 1895 he gave notice to the railway company, under section 78 
of the Railways Clauses Act, 1845, of his intention to work the coal lying 
under and adjacent to the railway, and on the 23rd of December, 1897, 
the 26th of September, 1898, and the 16th of January, 1899, the railway 
comeee = him counter-notices — that the working of the coal 
would be likely to damage the railway, and that they were willing to make 
compensation for preventing the coal being worked. The question of the 
pe my xa payable by the railway company was referred to arbitration, 
and in February, 1903, the arbitrator made his award for £14,654 5s, 10d. 
as compensation, and for £2,795 13s. 3d. as and for interest upon the sum of 
£14,654 5s. 10d. from the date of the counter-notices to the date of the 
award. The question for the opinion of the court was whether he had any 
urisdiction to award the interest, Channell, J., held that the arbitrator 
ad power to take the amount of the interest into consideration in arriving 
at the calculation of the sum to be awarded as compensation for depriving 
the mine owner of his right to work his mines as from the date of the 
counter-notices. He therefore held that the arbitrator had jurisdiction to 
award the £2,795 18s, 3d. The railway company appealed. 
Tux Covrr (Cotiivs, M.R., and Srraxio and Marnew, L.JJ.) allowed the 


| decisions in the House of Lords. The first was Caledonian Railoay Oo. v. 


56), where Lord Westbury said that interest 
only in virtue of a contract, or where the 
money had been wrongfully withheld. The second case 
upon section 22 of the Waterworks Clauses Act, 1847, which contained 
provisions similar to those of section 78 of the Railways Clauses Act, 
Buwlifa and Merthyr Dare Steam  Collieries v. - idd Waterworks Co. (5 
W. R. 193 ; 1903, A. C. 426). In that case the House of Lords held that 
where a mine owner was prevented from working his coal 
resent cage, there was no purchase of the coal by the company. That 
so, the prin laid in Bireh vy. Joy (3 H. L. C. 
between vendor and purchaser, that a in possession of an estate 
was liable to pay interest on the un purehase-money, did not is 
The claimant therefore was not to interest on the amount of 
op om ga moneys from the date of the counter-notices to the date of 
award. 
Srreiinc and Maruew, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsgx, Cripps, K.C., 
Moon, K.C., and Howard Wright; Abel Thomas, K.C., S. 7. Evans, K.C., 
and George Gave, K.C. Sourcrrors, BR. BR. Nelson; Pontifex, Hewitt, 


§ Pitt. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


EVANS v. COOK. LANCASHIRE AND YORKSHIRE INSURANCE CO. 
(LIM.) (Third Parties). No. 1. 10th Nov. 


Master snp Servantr—Masrer’s Liarmrry—AccrpentaL Insuny—Sus- 
CONTRACTOR—INDEMNITY—RicHtT to SvE—WoRKMEN’s CoMPENSATION 
Acr, 1897 (60 & 61 Vicr. c. 37), s. 1, suB-secTion 3; 8, 4. 


Appeal from the judgment of Wills, J. The plaintiff, who was the 
contractor for the erection of a , entered into a sub-contract with 
the defendant, whereby the latter to execute a part of the work. 
A workman in the employ of the defendant was, in July, 1901, injured by 
an accident while engaged on the work, became entitled to compensa- 
tion under the Workmen’s Act, 1897. Notice of 
accident was given to the plaintiff and to the defendant, and the plaintiff 
agreed with the workman to pay him during incapacity half his 
average weekly earnings as compensation. A year afterwards, in conse- 
quence of the decision of the House of Lords in Cooper and Crane v. Wright 
(51 W. R. 12; 1902, A. C. 302), the plaintiff claimed an indemnity from 
the defendant under section 4 of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
and brought an action in the High Court to enforce it. The defendant 
served a third party notice upon the Lancashire and Y: 

Co. claiming an in from them under a policy of insurance against. 
liability under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The insurance 
company entered an a and admitted that, if the defendant was 
liable to the plaintiff the action, they were liable to indemnify the 
defendant, but they contended that the plaintiff 

action against the t to enforce the indemnity, but cou! 
arbitration under the Wi A 
held that the plaintiff was entitled to t 
indemnity, and he gave judgment for the plaintiff. The insurance 
company appealed. 

Tue Covrr (Contms, M.R., and Srreumc and Marzew, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the — ; 
Coturs, M.R., said that there was nothing in section 1, sub-section 3, 
or section 4 of the Workmen’s Act, 1897, which took away 


_ 
& 


a 


i 


g 


the right of the plaintiff to an action to enforce the indemnity. 
Section 1, sub-section 3, dealt the liability of the em to pay 
compensation to his workman. Rules 19, 20, and 23 of the Workmen’s 
arbitration proceedings to recover com not apply to a 
case where an agreement was made to pay : The action was 
therefore maintainable. 

Sriznuinc and Maraesw, L.JJ., concurred.—Covunsst, K.C., and 


McCardie; W. Wills, and T. T. Blyth; Hugo Young, K.C., and J. D. 
Crawford. Soxrcrrors, Wynne-Baxter, § Keeble; Field, Roscoe, § Co,, for 
Dowson § Wright, Nottingham ; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co. 
[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.| 

Re SOLOMONS. Ex parte THE BANKRUPT. No.2. lith Nov. 
Banxrvuprey—Practice—Recorp Boox—Mixvres or Commrrrar or In- 
specTron—Banxrvpt’s Cuarm to Insprcr—Banxrvprey Act, 1883 (46 & 
47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 80—Banxrvurroy Ruuss, 1886, ne. 12, 16, 285, 292. 

A from a decision of | J. (48 Soxrcrrons’ Jovexat, 
ott ss W. R. 30; 1904, 2 K. B. 760), refusing to authorize 
inspection by the bankrupt of his trustee’s record book, containing minutes 


of the committee of ins » and of letters and other papers, 
which the trustee, on his , had handed over to the 
official receiver. The been prosecuted and convicted 
for an offence 


material for re-establishing 

had allowed him as a favour to see the min of 
the inspection committee, but had denied his right to inspect the of 
the record book, and the learned judge had refused to make an for 
such inspection. 

Tax Covar (Vavenan Writ 
dismissed the appeal 

of 1886, r, 285, Erp to creditors the right to 
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though the 
under rule 16, 


4 
¢ 
i 





appeal, 
Soceane, M.R,, said that in his opinion the case was governed by two 


1886 gave the bankrupt a right to inspect the record 
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could not authorize such inspection or go into the circumstances adduced 
in su 
to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by R. Hut, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


CHRISTY v. TIPPER. No. 2. 14th Nov. 


TRADE-MARK—INVENTED Worp—Descriptive—Parents, &c., Acts, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), s. 64 (1) (p) (2), ann 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr.o 
50), s. 10, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Joyce, J. (reported 48 Soxrcrrors’ 
Journat 223, 52 W. R. 414; 1904, 1 Ch. 696). The learned judge had 
held that the word ‘‘ Absorbine,’’ which had been registered by the plain- 
tiffs as a trade-mark for a veterinary preparation used for the cure, b: 
absorption, of swellings in horses and cattle, was not an invented word, 
and had obvious reference to the character or quality of the preparation, 
and he dismissed the action, by which the plaintiff Young, the manufac- 
turer of the preparation in America, and the plaintiffs Christy & Co., who 
were his agents in England, sought to restrain infringement of the mark 
by the defendants, on whose motion it was further ordered that the trade- 
mark should be expunged from the register. The plaintiff Young 

Cover (VavcHan Wruiams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal, holding that in every case the word itself must be 
looked at, and that the word “ Absorbine’’ was not an invented word 
but a mere variation of ‘‘ absorb,’”’ and so had reference to the character or 

uality of the . It therefore offended against the terms of section 64 
@) (d) (¢) of the Patents, &c., Act of 1883, as amended by section 10 of the 
ts, &c., Act, 1888, and was nota proper word for registration as a 
trade-mark.—CovnseL, Neville, K.C., and Sebastian ; Younger, K.C., and 
E. P. Hewitt. Souscrrors, Lionel BE. Townroe; Belfrage & Co., for T. W. 
Robinson, Birmingham. 
[Reported by R. Hit, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re WATSON (DECEASED). Kekewich, J. 9th Nov. 
Truster—Costs—Practice or Fitine AFFIDAVITS, 


Further consideration. The testator, W. F. Watson, of Isleworth, by 
his will dated the 5th of May, 1886, appointed the defendant and N. 
executors and trustees of his will. He ueathed the residue of his 

estate and all his real estate to his trustees upon trust 
to convert the same into money and invest the same upon 
certain authorized investments, upon trust to pay the income to 
his wife during her widowhood, and upon the determination of 
this trust in trust for all his children in equal shares. The testator 
directed how the —- should be invested; he also provided that 
his wife, so long as she should continue his widow, should have power to 
ny Pangea eed = grey eh Pg The testator a 

is marriage and four by his second marriage. He di 
on the 22nd of December, 1897, and his vail was duly proved by the two 
executors. N., one of the executors, died on the 17th of February, 1900, 
leaving the defendant sole executor and trustee of the will. By a volun- 
tary settlement dated the 10th of April, 1901, the testator’s eldest son, 
H. F. Watson, assigned to three trustees all the share which he was or 
might at any time become entitled to under the trusts of the said will 
to hold upon the trusts thereinafter declared. The three trustees of this 
settlement, together with the three other children of the first marriage, 
were the plaintiffs in this action. It became necessary to ascertain what 
the property ven ye in the voluntary settlement consisted of; accord- 
ingly, the plaintiffs’ solicitors applied to the defendant in April, 1901, for 
an account of the estate of the testator and of the dealings therewith. 
This application was renewed again and again, but although the 
defendant repeatedly promised attention to the matter, no com- 
and account was obtained from him. In December, 

901, the defendant sent to the plaintiffs’ solicitors certain accounts 
of the trust estate, and of the dealings therewith, prepared a 
Mesers. Marreco & Co., a firm of accountants. The plaintiffs 
thereupon instructed Messrs. F. Kemp & Co., accountants, to examine and 
youch the accounts, but on ing to do so they were informed by 
Marreco & Co. that the accounts were not intended to be final and were 
in fact ineomplete in many details. After many applications, on the 
25th of a 1902, Marreco & Co. promised on behalf the defendant to 


proceed with pape of full and satisfactory accounts, and repre- 
sented that they w be able to submit the same within a week, but no 


accounts were delivered notwithstanding the pressure put upon 

the defendant, w the plaintiffs issued the writ in this action on the 
=< ‘om poy statement of tage yan ny on Pa eo ye of 
’ no ence was put a ingly ju t was 
<aeaaad tad en, colar mado on the 14th of July directing that the following 
accounts and inquiries should be taken by the master: (1) An account of 
the estate (not specifically bequeathed) of the testator come to 
the of the defendant, the executor of his will, or to the hands of 
RS ae ee et ee defendant; (2) an account of the testator’s 
; (3) anaccount of the testator’s funeral expenses. No less than six 

were produced before the master. Account A was that prepared 

by Marreco & Co., and accounts B 7. ae D eee items which were 


omitted from account A, but which t to have included ; accounts 
FandG items which not have been included in account 
A. The made his certificate on the 20th of June, 1904, in which he 


disallowed many items of disbursements and also disallowed many items 


of the claim.—Counset, Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrror, The Solicitor | 





for costs, charges, and expenses for the direction of the court on further 
consideration. The defendant did not make an affidavit in answer to the 
charges made against him by the plaintiffs till after the certificate of the 
master had been given. The question for decision was whether the 
defendant trustee, who was a solicitor, should bear part or the whole of 
the costs caused by the way in which he had kept his accounts. It was 
argued for the plaintiffs that the expenses in chambers had been 
enormously increased by the fact that such a number of supplemenlal 
accounts been brought in, a great number of appointments being 
required to vouch the accounts, and by the great length of the affidavits 
and exhibits ; that it was the duty of an executor to keep his accounts 
so that accountants could at once ascertain the position; that the 
principle laid down by Farwell, J., in Re Skinner (1904, 1 Ch, 
289) ought to be applied, and the defendants ordered to pay all 
the costs, including the,costs of taking and vouching the accounts, 
On behalf of the defendant it was proposed to read an affidavit filed on the 
7th of November, 1904, in answer to the charges, and Beaney v. Elliott 
(W. N., 1880, p. 99) and a note in the Annual Practice, 1904, p. 148, were} 
cited in support of the proposition. It was contended that the costs up to/| 
judgment ought to have been dealt with in the judgment. As to the costg 
subsequent to judgment, the estate was a very complicated one and an 
account had been delivered before action. Part of the balance found to be 
due from the defendant had been paid to the tenant for life, but the geeater 
part remained in his hands, which he was prepared to pay into court. It 
was not a case of misconduct on the part of the defendant, only a question 
of accounts, There being no breach of trust, the trustee should be allowed 
his costs in taking accounts at chambers. At the most he ought not to be 
made to pay costs, only to have his costs disallowed. 

Kexewicu, J., said that the duty of a trustee was threefold: there was 
the duty to keep accounts, the duty to deliver accounts, and the duty to 
vouch accounts; but the considerations which applied to them were not 
the same. The duty of a trustee to keep accounts was an essential duty, 
he must keep such accounts so as to be able to deliver a proper account 
within a reasonable time shewing what he had received and paid. As 
to the duty of delivering accounts, different considerations applied. In the 
case of very long accounts the trustee might incur conaiaenethe expense, 
and he could not be called upon to deliver accounts until his expenses had 
been guaranteed. As to the duty of vouching accounts, that could not 
arise till after the accounts had been delivered. His lordship said he did 
not proceed on the ground that the trustee had failed to deliver or to vouch 
accounts, but on the ground that he had failed to keep proper accounts. , * 
The real difficulty was that the accounts had not been kept so that delivery |! 
within a reasonable time was possible. The defendant had failed in his 
duty as trustee and put the estate to enormous expense, and he must pay 
the costs up to the date of the order of the 14th of July, 1902. About ~ 
that he did not entertain any doubt. Another question was as 
to the costs since the order. The defendant consented to the order. The 
accounts were brought into chambers, and because of the way they had 
been kept considerable expense was incurred. Account A had to be 
supplemented in order to enable the master to make his certificate. He 
did not think he would be wrong in ing the defendant pay all the costs 
up to the date of the master’s certificate. But there was something to be 
said in the defendant’s favour, the accounts had not turned out very badly, 
and there was no suggestion of dishonesty. That being so, the learned 
judge had some hesitation in making the defendant pay the costs subsequent 
to the date of the order. He was satisfied that had the defendant kept 
proper accounts these costs would not have been incurred. Proceedings were 
not taken earlier on account of the defendant’s promises to deliver accounts, 
the plaintiffs not wishing to make costs, but an action was rendered 
n at last by the defendant’s conduct. The learned judge thought 
he should not be doing an injustice in disallowing defendant’s costs in 
chambers, but he was to have his costs on further consideration, except so 
far as they had been increased by the defendant’s affidavits and exhibits, 
As to the practice of filing affidavits, there was a note in the Annual Prac- 
tice, 1904, p. 148, that any evidence required on further consideration for 
the purpose of determining who was to bear the costs of the action might 
be by affidavit, butthe learned judge thought that when there was a 
dispute between the parties evidence not before the master should not be 
used, first without notice, and secondly, without the consent of the court. 
In the present case an affidavit was filed on the eve of the hearing of the 
further consideration which was intended to upset the whole of the case ; 
this seemed to him to be very wrong. How could solicitors deliver proper 
briefs if at the last moment affidavits were sprung upon them. On a 

uestion of practice the court was not bound to accept any evidence except 
that before the master, and in another case such further evidence should 
not be used except on fair terms.—CounseL, Stewart Smith, K.C., and 
Waggett ; P. O, Lawrence, K.0., and Gatey. Soxicrrors, Bompas, Bischoff, 
Dodgson, Coxe, § Bompas ; Skewes-Coz, Nash, § Co. 
[Reported by R. Frawxuw Srussine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re G, BE, LEWIS, Kekewich, J. 8th Nov. 


Mortcoacorn—Mortoacre—Costs or Re-assigNMeNt—Review or TAXarion 
Wuere Irems Onsecrep to Unper 40s. 

Summons to vary taxing-master’s certificate, The respondent Lewis 
was the solicitor for C. A. W. Giles, who was the m of certain 
y belonging to A. H, Middleton, who had m the same to 

tiles, In March, 1904, the mortgagor entered into an agreement with the 
mortgagee that he, the mortgagee, for the sum of £200 would release the 
mortgage ard give up all deeds. The money was paid and the deeds 
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handed over on the 9th of April. The mortgagee consulted his solicitor 
Lewis in the course of the proceedings but forgot to pay his costs. Subse- 
quently, in May, Middleton wished to effect a fresh mortgage on 
the property, but found he required a re-assignment executed by 
Giles, and Lewis said he would approve the re-assignment on behalf 
of Giles, but his costs would have to be paid by Middleton. Middleton 
agreed to pay the costs of the re-assignment. The re-assignment was 
first drawn to be indorsed on the mortgage, but as there was found to be 
no room on the mortgage it was varied to be a supplemental deed, but the 
alterations did not exceed one folio. On the 3rd of June, 1904, Lewis 
wrote that he was prepared to complete the re-assignment upon payment 
of his charges amounting to £4 8s. 8d. On the 9th of June this amount 
was paid under protest and an order of course was obtained for taxation of 
the bill. The taxation duly took place, and in the result £1 3s. 10d. was 
taxed off. The master certified that the bill as taxed was less by a sixth 
part than the said bill as delivered but that he considered that there were 
special circumstances in this case which would induce the court to modify 

e statutory incidence of the costs of taxation. The client Giles appeared 
to have made some arrangement with the mortgagor, Middleton, which 
resulted in the handing over of the deeds on payment of an agreed sum. 
Giles apparently forgot that he was indebted to his solicitor in respect of 
mortgagee’s costs. Had the bill been taxed purely between the solicitor 
and his own client less than a sixth would have been taxed off, namely, 
13s. 10d. out of £4 8s. 8d., while there were several uncharged items for 
which charges could reasonably and properly have been made. But in 
view of Re Gray and Re Longbotham he was bound to take off an item 
which was not due from the mortgagor to the mortgagee, and it was 
by this meaus alone that the amount of the deduction exceeded 
the sixth. Objections were carried in to four items of the bill. The 
items objected to, were: 1904, April 7.—Attending you (Giles) on your 
calling, and I handed you all deeds in my hands herein, 10s. 1904, April 
9.—Writing Mr. Middleton with the deeds accordingly, and requesting 
him to acknowledge receipt, as also of deeds handed to him by Mr. Giles, 
and attending registering same, 5s. 1904, May 31.—Re-perusing en- 
grossment as altered, fo.7, 7s. 1904, May 31.— ining engrossment 
ls. 2d. The master overruled the objections and added a note that he also 
drew the attention of the court to the fact that the items objected to 
amounted to less than than 40s.: Newton v. Boodle (4 C. B. 359). It was 
argued in support of the application that the case of Newton v. Boodle relied 
upon by the master in support of the proposition that when the items 
alleged to be improperly allowed did not exceed 40s. the court would not 
order a taxation to be reviewed, did not really do so when examined, and 
that the observation of Wilde, C.J., which was interjected in the argument, 
only applied to the particular facts of that case, and did not apply to the 
present case, where the items objected to amounted to one-fourth of the 
whole bill as delivered. The master had improperly allowed the items 
objected to. The special circumstances alleged were not sufficient to 
induce the court to alter the statutory incidence of taxation. 


Kexewicn, J., said that this was a summonstoreviewa taxation inrespectof 
four items which the applicant said ought not to be allowed. The master 
referred him to the case of Newton v. Boodle, the head-note of which on this 
point was that the court would not order a taxation to be reviewed where the 
amount alleged to have been improperly allowed was less than 40s. The 
authority for the head-note was the statement of Wilde, C.J., on p. 362, 
that if anything had been improperly allowed the excess was so trifling— 
less than 40s.—that the court could not interfere. There was a reporter’s 
note at the foot of the page that the Exchequer Chamber, when this case 
was before them on writ of error, granted a rule nisi to review the taxa- 
tion upon this objection. No cause, however, was shewn, the parties 
having compromised. The learned judge did not think that a dictum, 
although it expressed the views of the court standing alone, ought to be 
taken by him as concluding the practice in such matters. He could not 
overrule the decision of the court, but he did not know of any decisions in 
which it had ever been followed, or that it had been incorporated in the 
text-books, and the taxing-master did not appear to regard it as establish- 
ing the practice of the court, and therefore he did not propose to deal 
with the case on that footing. The present case was a taxation by a third 
party liable, and the point was one of considerable public importance. It 
was strange that the point should have been raised by the mortgagor 
and not by the party immediately liable. The mortgagor was 
liable to pay the costs properly incurred by the mo , but 
it frequently happéned that after the mortgagor had paid the mort- 

the mo e remained indebted to his solicitor, having thought fit 
to take legal advice for his own assistance when not absolutely necessary. 
In the present case an arrangement was made between the m and 
mortgagor to pay a lump sum for costs, nothing more to be said on either 
side but the mortgagee forgot his own solicitor’s bill, and having accepted 
a lump sum could probably not have recovered hing from the 
mortgagor. Subsequently the mortgagor found he could not get on 
without a re-assignment, but the mo refused to re- without the 
payment of his costs, as he was entitledto do. The costs which we were 
concerned with now were the costs of the re- mt. The real objection 
to these four items was, that they were included in the lump sum or that 
they were improper charges. The taxing-master had come to the 
conclusion that they might properly be charged in this bill, and the 
learned judge did not see his way to differ from the master, and as far as 
these four items were concerned could do nothing more than refuse 
the application. But that only disposed of one part of the 
case. ‘The master, in his certificate, had found special circumstances 
which he considered should induce the court to modify the statutory 
incidence of taxation. The result of the taxation was that the mor' 
would have to pay the costs of the taxation unless the court 
the special circumstances, 





lowed | 
It was in the discretion of the court! 


to modify the incidence, and it was quite right for the taxing-master 

to call the attention of the court to any special circumstances. The 

master had given two reasons for finding special , circumstances—first, 

that had it not been for the decision in 

Longbotham § Sons (1904, 2 Ch. 152) he should have allowed some charges. 

The learned judge was glad that the decision in 

penn ph bee Appeal and that taxa 

approved by the Court o 

proper footing. The ss also said 

charged items which might properly ha 

happened that a solicitor omi 

have made a charge. Still, 

bill might have been, and h 

moderate bill, and that it t 

proper matter to call the atten C 

should take into account in considering the incidence of taxation. Having 

regard to the fact that the whole. bill was only £4 8s. and that 

£1 3s. 10d. was taxed off, the learned ju 

taxation was one for which the wa” must pay.—OounsgL, J. 

Green; O. Leigh Clare. Soxscrrors, H. H. Wells § Sons; G. B. Lewis. 
[Reported by R. Frankuin Srussixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Law Societies. 


United Law Society. 


Nov. 14.—Mr. E. 8. Cox-Sinclair in the chair.—In the absence of Mr. 
J. Wylie, Mr. Forder Lampard moved, ‘‘ That this house disapproves of 
Mr. Meredith’s suggestions for alteration of Marital Relations and the 
Marriage Contract.” Mr. Neville Tebbutt, LL.B.; in the absence of Mr. 
C. Kains Jackson, opposed. ‘The speakers were Messrs. F. Hi 
Dalston, P. Aylen, T. Ottaway, Ronald Walker, A. R. Turin, A. Michelson. 
The motion was carried by a majority of five votes. 








Law Students’ Journal. 


Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupents’ Desatrne Socrery.—Nov. 15.—Chairman, Mr. H. G. 
Barrett.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this house approves of the 
Licensing Act, 1904."’ Mr. W. V. Ball in the affirmative, Mr. A. 
C. Dowdin a Lg arenly . R. i eae 
opened in the negative, . W. — .— e 
following ee also spoke: Messrs, Scott Duckers, F. H. Hole, 
Mitchell, C. 8S. Green, G. C. Blagden. -The motion was lost by vote. 

Brewixcuam Law Srupents’ Socrery.—Nov. 15.—There was a very good 
attendance of members, nearly thirty being . After the trans- 
action of special business the vice-president, Mr. Isaac Bradley, gave a 
lecture entitled ‘An Indenture of Lease.” A hearty vote of thanks to 
the chairman for his lecture terminated the proceedings. 








The Land Registry’s New Scheme. 


The following circular has been issued by the Yorkshire Union of Law 


Societies : 
Basinghall-street, Leeds, November l4th, 1904. 
Re Lanp TRANSFER. 
Dear Srx,—Consequent wu what has recently transpired as to the 
possibility of an early extension of the aystem of compulsory 
of title to the whole of England ; the probability of an early ution of 
Parliament ; and the fact that no other association appears to have taken 
any step towards secu’ timely combined action on the part of our 
rofession in relation to e matter; I am instructed by the Yorkshire 
nion of Law Societies to earn solicit your attendance at a conference 
to be held in the Midland me a ee 
at the Com: ’s Station at Derby (en' from Platform No. 1), on 
Friday, the 9th of December, at 3 p.m., for the purpose of 
propriety of some course being taken by the 
eernonat preventing any propos for extension being made OF 
of preven! any 
Hin case it should be made until a fall and tingury tnd 
that such a course is warranted by the 
London. 
On the — » A ee 
offices would o! provid ; 
Se ro oe entete will affect the rural far more than the urban 
practitioner.—I have the honour to be, dear sir, 
A. Copson Prax, 
Hon. Sec. Yorkshire Union of Law Societies. 


the 
members of the 


| 








Amongst the ey called to the bar ay wg ae > 
Westminster Gazette, Mr. Raymond son Right . A. H,. 
Asquith, Mr. H. 8. Bompas, son of ar. Bompas, K.C., and Mr. Elphin 
stone, son of Sir Howard the great conveyancer. 











THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 19, 1904. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Gro. E. Sotomon, solicitor, of Old Trinity House, E.C., has been 

a Commissioner, without limitation, to Take and Receive 

wits, &c., Bail, Recognizances, and all Documentary Proofs in 

Authentication for Use, Registration and Record in the Colony of New- 
foundland and the Supreme Court thereof. 


Mr. Caries Ciare Scorr, barrister-at-law, has been appointed a 
Representative of the Middle Temple on the Incorporated Council of Law 
Reporting for England and Wales, in the place of Mr. Justice A. T. 
Lawrence. 


Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence has received the honour of Knighthood. 





Changes ‘in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Harry Morse Hewrrr and Epcar Farman, solicitors (Morse Hewitt & 
Farman), 37, Walbrook, London, E.C. Nov. 5. Each partner will in 
future carry on business separately at the firm’s present offices, 37, Wal- 
brook, London, E.C. [ Gazette, Nov. 11. 

Cartes Seaton Pemserton, Busick Enmonps Pemperton, Henry 
Agrave Wuaarecy, Francis Eowarp James Surrx, and Grorcr LAWRENCE 
Srewart, solicitors (Lee & Pembertons), 44, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
W.C. Nov.15. So far as regards Charles Seaton Pemberton, who retires 
from the firm. The said Busick Edmonds Pemberton, Henry Arthur 
Whately, Francis Edward James Smith, and George Lawrence Stewart 
will carry on the business under the ssme style or firm of “‘Lee & 
Pembertons.”’ [ Gazette, Nov. 15. 





General. 


Having tracked down a goose thief and caused him to be arrested, a 
Highgate en Bags says = oor, yar by the | If 
ever you want an ment,” he said, “‘apply to Sco rard.”” 
Anyone with a ester! apiitads for wild-goose chases would be welcomed 


In his address to his constituents, surveying his quarter-century in 
Parliament and his twelve years’ uninterrupted Premiership, Mr. Seddon, 
-_ the Westminster Gazette, incidently mentioned that he Pad introduced 

Bills and that 200 of them were now on the Statute Book—certainly a 
remarkable record in strenuous statesmanship. 


Massachusetts and New Jersey, and possibly other States, says the 
Albany Law Journal, years ago abolished coroners by legal enactment, 
the governor to a in their place medical examiners, 
in the science of ine, whose duties are to make examina- 
of dead bodies, to hold autopsies on the same, and in cases of death 
— to notify the district attorney and a justice of the district 
We have reason to believe, says the Pall Mall Gazette, that the report of 
commissioners on the case has now reached the Home Office. 
no doubt that, following the course he has adopted from the first, 
public everything connected with this unfortunate matter, the 
will take steps to lave the report printed and circulated 
least possible delay, and we may therefore hope to be in possession 
contents in the course of next week. 
ustice Ridley, says the Daily Mail, had the invidious task on 
of repelling the first lady who has appeared at the High 
bar in a representative capacity. It was an action brought by 
printers to recover the of an account for printing, and when 
case was called on 2 fee, young lady—the defendant's niece 
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—stepped forward and to be heard in defence of the action Mr. 
Justice Ridley (dubiously): Are you a member of the bar? The Young 
Lady: No. Judge: I suppose not. Then I cannct permit you to 
represent your uncle. 


The King held 2 Privy Council on Wednesday. It is understood that 
Se to Se Lord Chancellor a new Great Seal. Although, 
St. James's Gazette, events have occasionally necessitated the 

of a new Great Seal, the change is a rareone. Only three times 

the long reign of Queen Victoria was a new seal required, the last 
being in 1890. The accession of King Edward necessitated the 
cay 208 0 come about two years ago the design was 


fl 


formally his jesty to the Lord Chancellor, who assumed 
custody of it. 

In large commercial communities, says a writer in the Albany Law 
Jawnel, some business men divide their legs! business among two of thres 
different lawyers, thinking thereby to gain an ad % “ 
Gient has an important case to be looked after, he selects that one of his 
sttozmeys whom he thinks has special facility or “‘ pull,” or what not, to 
manage such case. When he wants an opinion upon an important 
point, he submits it to each of them and compares their 
he pmer a Iisa poe ete ae 4 or the at benefits 

wach 2 experience prudence seem to be full 
catieied. with the Ad-fashioned method of having one regular legal 





A very pointed allusion to Lord Coleridge’s habit of sleeping on the 
bench was, says the Globe, once made in the Court of Ap in a case 
which Mr. Justice Mathew had tried with him. ‘‘ This, my lords, is an 
appeal from a decision of Mr. Justice Mathew,’’ said a counsel for the 
appellant. ‘‘ You mean a decision of the Lord Chief Justice and Mr. 
Justice Mathew,’’ observed Lord Esher. ‘‘ No, I mean a decision of Mr. 
Justice Mathew,’’ replied the counsel. ‘‘ There is something wrong here. 
The Lord Chief Justice’s name, as well as Mr. Justice Mathew’s, appears 
on the papers,”’ Lord Esher lained. ‘‘Oh, I don’t deny the Lord Chief 
Justice was present,’ remarked the daring advocate. ‘‘Go on,”’ exclaimed 
Lord Esher, not without the suggestion of a smile upon his countenance. 


The granting of a new Great Seal to the Lord Chancellor on Wednesday 
means, says the St. James’s Gazette, that Lord Halsbury, as the only man 
living who has held the office, will have the old one as his uisite. 
When it has been necessary to make a new seal while the Chancellor and 
his predecessor lived, there has been squabbling over the pieces of the old 
one which the Sovereign has been called upon to deface. There was a 
good-humoured contest between Lords Lyndhurst and Brougham for that 
which had existed prior to the accession of William IV., and that sagacious 
monarch, emulating the judgment of Solomon, had the Great Seal cut in 
half, and a portion presented, one to each oe. The two halves were 
made into salvers bearing their owner’s and their Sovereign’s arms. 


The President of the Surveyors’ Institution, in his inaugural address on 
the 14th inst., said that it was too much to say that the decision in the 
case of Colls v Home and Colonial Stores put the law as to ancient lights on 
a clear and definite footing. But it had swept away many contradictory 
decisions, and he hoped that in future they would less often have their 
eyes offended by the unsightly boards bearing the menacing words 
* Ancient lights,’’ which were apt to be used as a lever for virtual black- 
mailing in cases where persons were timid and fearful of the risk of an 
action at law. There still remained the necessity for a special technical 
tribunal, composed of persons familiar with the difficulties of arrangement 
and construction which beset building operations in large centres, and 
working on settled and consistent lines, for dealing with questions of fact. 


Mr. Justice Bucknill, says the St. James's Gazette, seems to have preferred 
common-sense to the strict letter of the law at Northamptonshire Assizes, 
where he insisted that a man, upon surrendering to his bail, should be 
searched before being tried. How necessary is such a course was brought 
home to us all a few months when Whitaker Wright was found to 
have sat through his trial with a loaded revolver in his pocket, as well as 
the deadly poison with which at last he took his life. arders are not, as 
a rule, pre to question the ruling of the judge as did this one at 
Northampton. One man acting on the order of the court pO a back a 
man committed for contempt, had the victim still in custody when the 
Recorder returned in the following year. Instructions were given for the 
man’s instant release, and the warder, after the court had risen, was asked 
how he managed to get rid of the prisoner without trouble. ‘‘I told him 
that I had known many a man transported for less, and he was very 
grateful,’’ was the answer. 

A story is told, says the Philadelphia Ledger, of an eminent lawyer 
receiving a severe reprimand from a witness whom he was trying to brow- 
beat. It was an important issue, and in order to save his cause from 
defeat it was necessary that the lawyer should impeach the witness. He 
endeavoured to do it on the ground of age, in the following manner: 
‘* How old are you?’’ asked the lawyer. ‘‘ Seventy-two years,”’ replied 
the witness. ‘‘ Your memory, of course, is not so brilliant and vivid as it 
was twenty years ago, is it?’’ asked the lawyer. ‘‘Ido not know but it 
is? ’’ answered the witness. ‘‘ State some circumstance which occurred, 
say twelve years ago,’’ said the lawyer, ‘‘ and we shall be able to see how 
well you can remember.”” ‘‘I 8p to your honour,”’ said the witness, 
‘*if I am to be interrogated in manner; it is insolent!’’ ‘‘ You had 
better answer the question,’ replied the judge. ‘‘ Well, sir, if you 
compel me to do it, I will. About twelve years ago you studied in J — 
F——’s office, did you not?” ‘‘ Yes,’’ answered the lawyer. ‘‘ Well, 
sir, I remember your father coming into my office and saying to me, ‘ Mr. 
D——, my son is to be examined to-morrow, and I wish you would lend me 
15 dols. to buy him a suit of clothes. I remember also, sir, that from 
that day to he has never paid me that sum. That, sir, I remember as 
though it were yesterday.’ ”’ 

In the course of a — =@ poten of the op oe mag = a —_ 

ppeal by the Society mdon, Sir Doug 
Straight said that until the case of Mr. Beck occurred he had a firm belief 
that except on very rare occasions our administration of justice did not go 
ley ; that it was a system of which we were entitled to be ud, and 
thet it did not make mistakes. He was horrified to find that it had been 
ble under that system to trate two such gross out: as had 
ted in the case of Mr. Beck. That case had bro ht forward 
a question of vital importance to the liberty of the subject, and he hoped 
it would not be allowed to slumber. He was not at~present absolutely in 
favour of the establishment of a Court of A in criminal cases. He 
had had for thirteen years to deal with the system of criminal appeals and 
in As a court of revision the High Court in 
poe tafe tr panda records of the subordinate courts, 


proceedings and bring up the case for trial 
power, after setiee to the accused 

tence. He should like to see a similar system of 
Under such a system they could deal 
— which wi include the improper acceptance of 
or the im refusal to admit evidence, and they would get rid 
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Robed in cap and gown, says the St. James’s Gazette, Miss Bertha Cave, 


who so strenuously, though unsuccessfully, sought recently to obtain j= 


admission to Gray’s-inn as a barrister, took her seat on the 11th inst. in the 
counsel’s benches at the City of London Court. The case in which Miss 
(ave appeared was an application by her father for a new trial in res} ior to 
a judgment against him for £8 18s. 9d. for a bicycle. Miss Cave, 
carefully arranged her papers in correct legal style, rose to make the pote 
cation to the judge on her father’s behalf. ‘‘I am ” at once inter- 

Mr. Harry Strouts, a solicitor, ‘‘ but I feel boas to object to the 
lady being heard from the counsel’s benches.”” ‘‘ Well,’’ said J 
cole Smith, K.C., ‘‘I generally hear relations.” “ Yes, from 
witness-box,’’ said Mr. Strouts. Miss Cave gathered up her papers and 
crossed over to the witness-box. ‘‘I am not ap as counsel,’’ she 
said with emphasis, ‘‘ and I have received no fee.’’ ou cannot,” mildly 
interjected the judge. ‘‘ They objected to me signing Poca in the notice 
of application ‘ Counsel for the defendant,’’’ continued Miss Cave, ‘‘ but 
they allowed me to accept service. The bicycle was supplied to me, and 
it is Fonatendied that my father was guarantor. There was no guarantee 
however, and I contend that the misrepresentations of the plaintiffs dis- 
charged the a. Strictly speaking, the judge said, the notice of- 
application should have been signed by Mr. Cave, and not Miss Cave. He 
would make an order for a new trial. 








The Property Mart. 


Result of Sale. 
Revexrsions anp Lire PouiciEs. 
Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranriecp held their usual Fortnightly Sale (No. 775) - the 


above Interests at the Mart, E.U., on Thursday last, when the majority of the Lots off 
were sold, the total realized being £9,080. 











REVERSIONS : 
Absolute to £2,565 Consols ; life 82 _ ove ove Sold 1,580 
Absolute to One-fourth of £9, 059 ; life 70. » 1,400 
Absolute to Two-sevenths of £4, $50, also to One-third of £2,015; 
lives 49 and 47 ‘ —e 2” 650 
Absolute to Five-twenty-fourths of ams; life 62. os pm » 1,500 
Absolute to £5,018 14s. 5d. Consols ; life 4 eve ves 9 1,750 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £2,000; lifeé62_... ove por sae sea ron nea nis » 1,430 
For £1,500; life48_.., ive ‘ coo (fee ove ove be “a 450 
Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Rora or ReGistRaks tv ATTENDANCE ON 
Date Emercency <Appeat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
y Rora. No. 2. KEKkEWwICcH. FaRweEL. 
_ Mr. W. Leach Mr. Jackson Mr. tn Mr. King 
Theed Pem n Farmer 
Greswell Jackson The King 
Church Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Farmer Jackson Theed King 
King Pemberton W. Leach Farmer 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Bucktuey. Joycr. Swinren Eapy. WasrineTon. 
2 Mr. Beal Mr. Church Mr. Fe Leach Mr. Pemberton 
22 Carrington Greswell Jackson 
Beal Church R. rend Carrington 
Carrington Greswell Godfrey Beal 
Beal Church R. tah Godfrey 
Carrington Greswell Godfrey R. Leach 





Windia: -up : Basin. 


London Gasette.—Frivay, Noy. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwirep in Caancery. 


ArPanknaN CoNseLIDATED | Mixrs, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 9, 
directed to be heard Nov 2 Slaughter & May, Austin Friars, solors for petner. Notice 
a appearing must reach ihe above-named not later than 6 0 ‘clock in the afternoon of 

ov 21 

Dackaweu, Tea Co, Linrrep (ix Voruntary Liquiparion)—Persons having any claim 
should send in par tioulars of their claim to the New Era Assurance C tion, Limited, 
68a, “plas ete! pg on or before Dec 9 Wormald & Co, solors for liquidator 

Hauwax Cocoa House anv Reravsument Co, Linrrep —Creditors are uired, on or 
before Deo 27, to send their names and addresses, and iculars of their debts ar 
claims, to James Russell Learoyd, Lancashire and Yorkshire Bank Chambers, Rawson 
at, Halifax. Riley, Halifax, solor for liquidator 

Hasxkew Wanton Co, Limrreb - Creditors are required, on or before Deo 13, to send _ their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur “Ernest Mason, 
4, Priory st, Dudley. Shakespeare, Birmingham, solor 

Hypra Oomomsep Muveaat Wares Maxixe, Borriine, Axp Syraon Fintive Macnines, 
Limrrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Noy 7, directed to be heard Nov 28. Corbin & 
Co, Bedford row, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Noy 21 

Jor srock ‘Trust ayy Finance Conroxation, Liarrsp -Petn for winding a UD presented 
Nov 8, directed to be heard Nov 2%. Abrahams & Co, Tokenhouse yd, solors for petners, 
Notice “ ie sopeesing must reach the above-named not later than 6 0 relock in the after- 
noon of Nov 21 

Perron Moron Powrn Co, Linrrep — Creditors are required, on or before De 17, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or pn mm to John Robbie 

Reed & Reed, Basinghall st, solors for qatar 

uired, on or before Deo 19, to ona 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to’ Pe 

Sewell, Queen Anne chmbrs, Sunbridge rd, Bradford, Spencer & Co, Keighley, 

for liquidator 


Whamond, Crown ct, Old Broad at, 


age | and addresses, and the 


{ | Waarouors, Linre—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 13, to send their names 
with particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Ernest Mason, 
4, Priory st, Dudley. Shakespeare, solor 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Nov. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep 1x CHANCERY. 

Bartisu Boor Maxine axp Reparnine Co, Luarep—Creditors are required, on or 

Dec 24, to send their names and addresses, thar 

bobs iam Robson Clarke, 26, Brown st, Manchester. 


iquidator 
Guir Cresx, Liumrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 12, to send their names 
pertioulass of hak debts or claims, to 


So em sagen Pee = are rie, pace: = Dee 0, tone Gos 
Lindy Thompron 103, qf 4 * Reece & Harris, 


Draper’s 
—s 


= Semone Tanrren the —~ their debts Harmer 
names 5 i ims, to 
; Sed aoe Wi penta or claims, to George 
Waris Brorners, Limirep—Fetn for winding directed to be heard Nov 22. 
pitffs. Notice of appearing must reach the 


Co, at, for 
above-named not la‘er than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 21 








Creditors’ Notices. 


Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Nov. 11. 


Guruair, Eowis, Manchester Dec 12 Thomas v Guthrie, i , Manchest : 
» Vv Registrar, er Edgar 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Nov 15. 
Lawrence, Sauvet, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Jan 1 Marian v Lawrence, War- 
rington, J Bray, Leicester 
Lovecrove, Joun Rosert, Clevedon, Somerset, Bookseller Dec 6 E Marlborough 
v Lovegrove, Joyce, J Day, Bristol 
MILLarD, Senem, Chalton st, Somers Town Decl Williams v Millard, Joyce, J Sykes, 
t James st, Bedford row 


——_——— 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


. Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Tvxspay, Nov 8. 
ALexanpeRr, Jouy, Bootle, Lancs Dec 14 Rodway & Co, Liverpool 
Anor, James Reyvovps, Alsager, Cheshire, Printer Dec 6 Tunbridge & Co, Birmingham 
Bean, ALraep Cusirt, Hanwell Jan1 Buxton & Co, Sackville st 
a Rev Henry Dacre, Middleton upon the Wolds, Yorks Dec 1 Crust & Co, 
verley 
Boxp, Witu1am, Cambridge, J P Dec? Radford & Fradkland, Chancery In 
Bassensw, Aszem, Farnworth, nr Widnes, Lancs. Farmer Dec 1 Clara Ann Hunter, 
‘arnwo! 
Brook, Georee, Halifax, Brass Founder Novi4 Boooock & Sons, Halifax 
Brooks, Tuomas Caar.es, Boscombe, Hants Deol? Brooks & Heller, Upper Thames st 
Buss, Arruos, Billiter bldgs, Merchant Jan31 Vanderpump & Eve, Philpot In 
Coleen, Evxayan, Forest Drive, Manor Park, Essex DecT Howard & Sous, Gray's 
sq 


CHAmperiaix, Hersert, Ennismore gins Dec 15 Ryland & Co, Birmingnam 
Co.stoy, Sopa1a, Witham, Essex Dec3l1 Hands, Gresham st 
Drxox, Jonny, Cottingham, an Pages neaco rt rag 2% Lockiag & Holdich, Hull 
ae enon Shirley, BAR, 0 Poe Co, Southampton 

‘ny, CAROLINE, 
Gi_sertsox, Epwarp, ean & Dec 5 ey SS 


Hauiwoatu, Wii.1aM, Hazel Grove, Chester ee One 

Haagsis, Rev Joun Ouiver, Cee Se, Talbenny, Pew De st 31 Harris, Straw- 
berry Hill, Little Haven, RSO 

Kiaxnam, Taomas, Little Hulton, Lanes, Licensed Victualler Dec 10 Marsh & Co, 
Leigh, Lancs 

McGurxcay, Jonx, Greea Lanes, Harringay Dec 15 Finch & Co, Preston 

Macxenzis, Jonsx, Pendleton, nr Manchester, Doctor Febi Hewitt & Son, Manchester 

Macxintosa, Axeus, Hove, Sussex Dee 29 Fraser & MacCullam, Inverness 

McManus, Joszra, Widnes, Licensed Victualler Dec6 Gaulter, Fleetwood 

Marrinsox, Anxe Baroert, Bridgaorth, Salop Dee 24 Crofton & Co, Manchester 





Mipvierox, Mangaset, Shrewsbury Dec8 O R & C E Wace, Shrewsbury 

Mrpp.ieroy, Mary, Shrewsbury DecS GR & C EB Wace, Shrewabary 

Mippterox, Many Any, Shrewsbury DecS GR & CE Wace, Shrewsbury 

Monxey, Jacon, Attercliffe, Shedield, Blacksmith Deo12 Smith & Co, Sheffield 

Ornwonp, Wicutam Putts, Haverfordwest Dee 31 Baton & Co, Haverfordwest 

Reyxocps, Harriet, Leander rd, Brixton hill Dec? Howard & Son, Gray's ian 

Sonnensrcsr, Joux Simox, Patney bill Decl Hicks & Co, King st, Covent garden 

Scoryry, Faxxy Mary, Weston super Mare Dee 24 Baker & Co, Weston super Mare 

Spranxes, Ayuevr, Whitstable, Nurseryman Deo 15 Hepworth & Oo, South st, Pinsburr 

Tawayres, Any, Kirkby Thore, Westmorland Nov 19 E & E A Heelis, Appleby 

Waker, Goprasy, Gomersal, Yorks, Com nercial Traveller Deo 9 Cadman & Od, 

Gomersal, nr Leeds 

Wuirs, Many Lenaier, Hastings Dec 4 Langham & Oo, Hastings 

Woop, ee ey Josrr ~ Forest Gato, Baeex, Commercial Clerk DeeS Hulbert & Oo, 

Broad st bidgs, Liverpool st 

Leodon Gazetie,— Friar, Nov, 11. 

Avsurap, Groner Hawano, Pendleton, Salford, Lancs Deo 16 Holt & Oo, Manchester 

Avarrrix, Bowanv, Devonshire at, Portland pl Dec & TiDing, Devonshire ambra, 
Bishopagate 


Baxen, Eucex, Birmingham DecS Mathews & Co, Birmingham 
Barry, Writiam Roweat, Morest Gate, Besex, Builder Nov 35 Nichols, Rfort 





Branives, Faaxces, Leinster eq, Bayswater Deo3l Corvellis & Co, Lincoln's inn felde 





—_— 
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Buiacxwet, Epwix, Derby Dec 23 Stone, Derby 
Botrox, Svsaxwa Riey, Upper Tooting Dec 15 Thos 8 Fella, St James rd, Upper 


Bayan, Mantua, Newcastle underLyme Decl0 T & E Slancy, Newcastle, Staffs 
Cauiexpge, Hanan, Budleigh Salterton, Devon Dec3 Slater & Co, Manchester 
eae, Seteee Ricuarp, Balsall Heath, Birmingham Dec9 Tyndall & Co, Birming- 


Cuanx, Bexsaurx, Lydney, Glos,Grocer Dec8 Fryer, Coleford, Glos 
Cuarx, Gxtixa Lavea, Trebovir rd, Earl’s Court Dec12 Stuart & Tull, Gray’s inn sq 
Coss, Samvet, New Barnet, Herts, Builder Dec 31 Jaques & Co, Ely pl 





Dacor, Witt1ax Asusunx, Lytham, Lanes, Plumber Decl Banks, Blackpool 
pg Verpox, Nevit, Old Fez,Morocco Dec 17 Blyth & Co, Gresham House | 
Dusstax, Jous, Porthleven, Cornwall Dec17 Tyacke, Helston, Cornwall 

Epwaaps, Wittiam Saunvens, Newcastle under Lyme Decl T & E Slaney, Newcastle, 


Evans, Jonx, mime Carmarthen, Builder Nov 30 Bowen, Pontardulais 
y mas Wrutiam, Coll hill, Cannon 
- - ege st Dec 21 Saxton & Morgan, 
Ext, Fetes Diet, Ashford, nr Staines Dec 28 Maskell & Nisbet, John st, 
Fiaxacaxs, Eowarp Chorlton Medlock i 
hy on » Manchester, Property Repairer Dec 16 





Fosrsz, W1i.1ax, Southtown, Suffslk Nov 19 Cowl, Gt Yarmouth 
ae, Sea, Tyseley, Yardley, Worcester, Manufacturer Dec 24 Hooper & Co, Birming- 


Gages, Jonx, Wolverhampton, Surgeon Dec 12 Hill & Son, Wolverhampton 

Guxsrsc, Caantorrs, Bristol Dec 11 Barry & Harris, Bristol 

Hau, Marrua, Leeds Dec3 Clarke, Lecds 

Harrizip, Jonx, Colwyn Bay Dee8S Payne & Co, Liverpool 

Harrrecp, Sanan, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh Dec 8 Payne & Co, Liverpool 
Bexsamis Wiis, Balsall Heath, Birmingham Nov 21 


Silvester, Bir- 


Hose, Geoscr, Cavendish rd, St John’s Wood Jani Bompas & Co, Gt Winchester st 
Hvcags, Roszer, Rhyl, Flint, Surveyor Dec 17 Jones, Rhyl 
ae St Denys, Southampton, Clerk Dec 29 Chapman, Clifford’s inn 
vamen. ¥ Whitehall Wi 
ct, estminster, Surgeon Dec 10 Gadsden & 


Jzxver, Daviv, Norton Freshwater, 
Ls Do an Gren, Iof W, Builder Dec 9 Backell & Drew, | 


Jouxsos, Joms, Manchester Dec 12 Boyer & Co, Manchester 
Joxzs, Hazsy Hzzszer, Moreton Morrell, Warwick, Merchants Dec 31 Oakshott & Co, 


Ka.iasp, Wiitian, Exeter Dec 19 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

Kast, Wi11ax, Scarborough Dec 24 Turnbull & Son, Scarborough 
Larrcu, Rev Rosrat Macxar, Guildford Dec 31 Potter & Crundwell, Guildford 
Masris, Micuazi, Windermere Deci7 Hill & Co, Liverpool 
Moszg.t, Exiza, Liverpool Dec 17 Banks & Co, Liverpool 

Narr, Huszizrra, Hailsham, Sasex Nov 3) Larkin, South Norwood 
Moeceus, Hassan, Fleetwood, Lancs Dec 9 Hockin, Dartmouth 
Pazaes, Rev Fasscis, MA, Brighton Dec 10 Nye & Treacher, Brighton 
Pransos, Joux Taomss, Melmerby Hall, Yorks Dec 14 Simpson & Co, Leeds 
Prarr, Roore, Preston Decll Clarke & Co, Preston 

Pors, Gcstav, Chelsea Dec 19 Clarke & Calkin, John st, Bedford row 

Bar Cuastorre Esve, Chippenham, Wilts Dec 31 Francis & Johneon Gt Win- | 


Rewsast Mezetat Jcua, Halesworth, Suffolk Dec 10 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 


| Srezagy, Cuances, Tannington, Suffolk, Farmer 


' Youre, Georcez, Hosier In 


Boones, Wine Cunistuas, NW Counties Lunatic Asylum, Denbigh Dec 10- Griffith 

’ Dolgelly 

Surrx, Goprazy, Darlington Dec 20 Wooler & Wooler, Darlington 

Surru, Wit114M, Holton, Suffolk Dec 10 Mullens, Halesworth, Suffolk 

Srixsox, Epwarp, Swaffham Prior, Cambridge, Earthenware Dealer Nov 21 Ennion & 
Ennion, Newmarket 

Swarson, Epwarp, Preston Dec16 Finch &Co, Preston 

Taompsox, Frank Farrow, Buntingford, Herts Jan9 Evans, Cardiff 

a Devonshire rd, Wandsworth rd Dec 7 E & J Mote, South sq, 

's 


Vaw Veen, Joserg Aprian Taropor:, Iron Bridge, Salop, Hotel Keeper Dec5 Spender, 
| Shrewsbury 


Warts, Bensamin Hick, Bath, Town Clerk Dec 12 Stone & Co, Bath 

Waits, Txouas Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil, Solicitor Nov 26 Phillips, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wirs, Gzorce Henry, Hereford Dec 20 Humfrys, Hereford 

Woopsaipce, Grorcz, West Bromwich, Coal Merchont Dec 14 Cochrane & Peacock, 
West Bromwich , 


London Gazette.—Tuxspax, Nov. 15. 


Bevax, Jawes, Bodenham, Hereford Dec 24 Gosling, Leominster 

Bioom, CoanLes Oundle, Northampton, Clothier Dec 10 -—s Matthew, Cambridge 

Bonp, ‘Marna, Liverpool Dec1 Clarke & Davis, Liverpool 

Barstow, Mary Ann Barsara, Eltham, Kent Jan 1 TPesedley & OC», Charles st, St 
ames’s 

Buiiarp, Sir Harry. Norwich Dec19 Cozens-Hardy & Jewaon, Norwich 

Sok, See Soe, Poplar, Licensed Victualler Dec 24 Bradshaw & Waterson, 
“enchurc! 

Caruixe, Natuan, Pateley Bridge, Yorks Dec 90 Makinson & Co, Manches 

CARRUTHERS, Somme Mark, Berwick upon Tweed Des15 J C &R Weddell, Berwick 
upon 

Caaiciz, Feancis Louis, Hoylake, Chester Dec 15 a es & Co, Liverpool 

Craw ee Ropert WILKINSON, e, mr eaterfield De 1 15 Pashley & 


inson, Rother! 
Sueeniet Epwakp, m Dec3l Mead & Sons, Jermyn st, St James’s 
Datton, Sanau Any. ester Dec12 Stokes & Stokes, Gt St Helen's 
Eyre, Col Henary,tCB, en Anne's 8 gate, Westminster Jant Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
Gent, Jessiz, Bi Dee 15 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 
Gairrix, Taomas, Gt Portland s; Dec19 Howland, New ct, Carey st 
Hartwey, Jaye ‘‘aTuerine, Cawood, beg = Jan 10 Parker & Parser, Selby 
Hickmax. Wiutiam, Chester, Builder Dec 1 Thompson & Co, ja ea 
Howasts. James, Moston, ph ate Dec 24 Field & Cunningham, Manchest 
Jackson, Joszru, Ashby, Cumberland, Innkeeper Dec31 Brockbank & Co, Whitebav + n 
eam Heyry Pearce, Northampton, Leather Dresser Dec 31 Hensman & Co. 


pton 
ae. Ex.ew Houtcsons, Earl’s Court Dec 14 Twyford, Moorgate st 
a WILLA, Droylsden, nr Manchester, Foreman Coachbuilder Jan4 Cobbett 


Mason, Evizaberu Tenby, Pembroke Dec 15 J D Mason, Chapter 1d, Willesden 
eet” E.uex, Finchl-y rd, Hampstead Dec15 Maynard & ‘Maynard, Lincoln's inn 


Mu m..., + a Attercliffe, Sheffield Dec12 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
PaRkKINson, FRANcEs, Lancaster, Furniture Broker Nov 26 Maxsted & Co, Lancaster 


| | or GEoRGE Heyey, Gt Winchester st, Wood Agent Dec 31 Ballantyne, Leaden- 
Prestox, a Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Dec7 Teebay & Lynch, Liverpool 


Rosissox, Berroa Susan Haves, Weston, Somerset Dec 19 am, Bath 

Rocears, Tuomas, Whiston, Lancs Dec 31 ag Liverpoo! 

Dec 15 Toot ~~~ mm Suffolk 
Sreagy, Anz, Suffolk Dec 15 Pray Ferrers Tes Suffolk 

StixToN, ALFRED, Twickenham Feb 12 Senior Furbank, Richmond 

mee Beetua Cai, Boxmoor, Herts Dec 24 Tayler & Son, Gt James st, Bedford 


Shunee Esty, Clifton. Bristol Dec15 J & H Grace, Bristol 

Westcott, Exies. Ladbroke sq, Notting hill Dec 20 Phelps & Wallace, Basinghall st 
Witmort, Eutey, , Herts = ak wyinebury Lomas, Rick: yo 

Youse, Eurry Maury, Ajeinmdze viles Dec 22 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 
Undertaker’ Deon 22 Pearce & Sons, Giltspur st 








Bankruptcy Notices, |“ Watsenit"¥, 


London Gasette,—Vatoat, Nov. 11. | Ord Nov 9 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Bezz, Eow azn Juns, ug 3 Ord Novs 


Tet Pe X espacio, Kalantar, Clothes Burton | Laton, Baker Luton Pet Nov 8 Ord 


Gityzap, Gzorce Wiss. Castleford, Yorks, Joiner 
Wakefield Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 


| Hamprox, J. Woodside, Surrey, Builder Croydon Pet 


Settwoop, Tom, West Cholderton, Wilts, Carpenter 
isbury Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 

Simpson, Cuagces Freperick, Masborough, Rotherham, 
orks, Plasterer | & Bhefiield ' Pet Nov 8 Grd Nov 8 

Suita, Cuanres, Land Hants, House Agent Port-- 
mouth Pet Nov9 Ford Nov 9 

Svence, Gzorce Epwaap, Whit Yorks, 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov2 Ord Nov8 


Nottingham Pet Nov 9 


Butcher 


- Nov 
Beu, Raw mae ‘Now's olan Fish Merchant Gt Hi. , pl North Shields, Ale Merchant Newcastle on | Tayton, Gzonce Mantis, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, Cart r 
Bezszy Bove Cussizs, & lel ot . Tyne Pet Novs Ord Nov 8 Gt Pet Nov 8 Ord Nov8 
Coast Pat Otis Oni Nov , Seand High | Hien, Eowarp Lurrox, Hants, Tiorneed Victualler | Watxpex, Eswest Wictiam, Altrincham, Cheshire, 
~ Portamouth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov Auctioneer ter Pet Novs8 Ord Nov8s 


6 
Wirsusn Baton Manchester, W | 
— Pa Sov? Ord Bor? b ae ee 
aAwoth, Licensed V | 
Beighton Pee Nov é Ort Sor 8 a 
Bon, Now san, Gesvesent, Gover Rochester Pe Oc 71 


Bessecer, Yeepessce, Kidderminster, Worcester, 
Pet Nov 4 Ord Mov 4 
Bevws, tore Ham, Bridiineton, Yorks, Oyde Dealer 
Pet Oct 20 Und Sv 8 


Pet Oct 22 Ord Novs 
Hveouss, Bicnagp, Li 
Carmarthen P. 


Lavett, Atreep, Fleet st 
Nov 7 


LAZWsiyrs, 


ee Jous, Kiddington, Oxford, Blackamith Oxford 


T Cardi Mason 
Soo ena 
High 


Grouse Hesry, Newport, Mon, Bol’citor 
Newport, Mon Pet Oct 27 


Masrex, Houcer fom, Sutton, Surrey Croydon Pet Oct 


Watiace, Henny, Balby, Yorks, Vaccination Officer 
Sheffield Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Wuiresivr, Henay, Wandsworth a, Lambeth, Baker 
High Court Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Nov 8: 


Mason, Evwasp Josuru, Aston, Warwick, Grocer Birming- 
ham Pet Nov5 Ord Nov5 


Court Pat Nov7 Ord 


Ord Nov 5 


Beows, Tavnss, Curtain atone: ( | 14 Ord Nov 
08D Unt Son 6 - High Comt Pet | Marranve, How, Pewsey, Wilts, Baker Swindon Pet FIRST MEETINGS. 
hth, Bewpr., Middieatr agh, Bailder Middles- | 2 J ov a 
. Nov 9 Out Sov? | Maw a a ey moet Nor” Suffolk ee Nov 21 at 1015 Off 

Casy 0K, 44am Hewrrt, South Bary muahs ov r 

Susuttuse Denier Preston Pa Nove O ay * | Mocanoves, Rowtanp manoe: on, Usteitee vf 6 “Ont or 8 Deets 15 Bunboupten Ulan go aoa, Arundel st Nov 
Comes, werd a, “qth High | “paonenenany oud P Novs | Bigg, Wissiam Joun, Anhford, Kent, Butcher Des 
nm A ewes Fanonuicr Husa, Norwich, Painter Norwich 1at9 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbur y 
WL, Rope Merchant High © Pet Nov owe "a ae 

Oni Ord Bore igh Comst Pet | Bewsas, Wittsan, and Hesny Janus Gintis, Webber st, Bowsns, Witisan, Port Talbot, Glan, Draper Wor S08 
ve Worcs 3 Maker Warwick Pet Sov Ord ——* Makers HighCourt Pet Mov 6 | yo. Bowanp, Gravesend, Grocer Noy 24 at 11.90 118, 

= st, 
oe , Hants, Decoratin | Monton, tidy | wi, H oy a Say peer my J Wasean, Putney Nov 22 at 12.80 
Dew xcaet, Sous, Halifax, Varmer's Man Hemsworth, ar 
Pe Mov Ord Novo 


O.vorina, Joun Witrsan, 
=, 2 Pa Mon é Ooh Sent Proe Wi 
Zz Carrer HeshherstidA 
usr a ens bg tl Mov 2 = 


Raster W ty 
“Pato ee panes, ndttiale., Wishes Koayen Cat iid « 


Seated deccen, Betas Lewes PAHOA! 





Roweets, Jous, Bhododrual, Lian 
Ktonemaswm Bangor Pet Mov 7 A avd 


Roussos, dome em, Ashiyy de 
Totmevsraist 

Kovonns, Mann, Altsiochenn 
cuter YANovo Ord 


Oheder, Yruiterer Man- 
Nov 9 


“A 

» ish Buown, Pronas Boxtate rd, p Uphitterer Nov 2iat 12 
beblig, Carnarvon, | Cuavwick, Joun, ee Hull, Grocer Nov 22 at 
1 Of l House In, ull 

la Zouch, Leicester, | Comnmn, nena Pm naa Goren aes, Bayswater Nov 
Pet Nove Ord Nov 8" 22at1 o7 bids. Carey 

Cooven, Joun era 1LIAAM | RY Walsall, 

Grocers Mov 22 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
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Groaeisc, RicwArp, Nelson, Lancs, Manager Nov 21 at 
10.39 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Presson 
Cuvzens, Jou Taues, Berwick Bassett, Wilts, Baker Nov 
19 at iL 30 O1f Rec, 38, t circus, Swindon 
Cowe.t, Josern, Tifora, Rope Merchant Nov 21 at 11 
Bankrup'cy bldgs, Carey st 
Curtis, Witt'an Fereverick, Eastney, Hants, ° De-orator 
Nov 21 at 3.30 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, 
Portsmouth 
Dews ae Tuomas, and Witi1am Hewyry Powrarp, 
Woollen a Novy 22 at3 Off 
| st, Bradf 
Dossor, OMAS. Jouy, , ay Grocer Noy 22 at3 
Ree, 25, John st, Sunderland 
B.i.. Joux, Watford, Herts, Job Master Nov 21 at 12 
Off , 14, Bedford row 
Doe. JosEPH Cuag.es, Huddersfield, Carrier Nov 24 at 3 
Ree, Prudential’ bldge, New at, Huddersfield 
Ety oF 3 9 peg em \' Merchant Nov i19at1l Off 
Génterbary” 
Gures, qe TLLIAM Stas, ba Joiner 
Nov2itat11 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 
GoppaRD, ARTHUR tome Silchester, Hanis, Builder Nov 
2at3 Off Rec, Southampton 
Hgatey, Ricuarp Tomas, Stoke upon Tern, Salop, 
Farmer Nov25at 11 Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Hit, re S North Shields, Ale Merchant Noy 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, Moseley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Hip. Epwarp Luproy, Hilsea,, Hants, Licansed Victualler 
mou at3 Off Rec, eae junc, High st, Ports- 
a 
Joxes, He e, Sere, Carmarthen, Coal Miner 
Nov 19 a at li ff Ree, a {~— st, Carmarthen 
Jones, WitttaAm Moses, aud Huo Roserts, Penmaen- 
mawr. a — -rs Nov 2lat3 Crypt chmbrs, 
Eastgate row, Ch 
Keasuaw, Sam, ‘Bradford, Tailor Nov 23 at3 Off Rec, 29 
rrel st, Bradford 


sas tb ILLIAM, Holt, Denbigh, Farmer Nov 21 at 12 The 


Lesuz, gad West Hartlepeol, Tailor Nov 22 at 3.30 
Of 2%, John st, Sunderland 

Liypsay, prorat Lewisham Nov 2 at 12 174, 
Corporation st, Birmiogham 

MacDonaup, Dona.p, Hastingleigh, Kent, Farmer Nov 
19 at 11.80 Off Reo, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Martin, SAMUSL, sen, and Save. Mantis, jan, Willen- 
hall, Stats, Staffs, roe Founders Nov 22 at 11 Of Reo, 


Masoy foe Ww Greengrocer Nov 21 at 3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton’ 


MAtTrTeERsor, etl Nortineuam, ee Grocer Nov 
21 at 2.80 Off Reo, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 


My.es, — ALFRED, pay Dalkier Nov 21 at 
ll 24, Railway app, Tantes © ridge 
Pearce, Saran Any, Mitchell st, 8t Luke’s Nov 22 at 12 


2, Raitway app. ‘London B 

Pittrve, Wintuam Gener, ate under Lyne, Painter 
Nov 21 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Save, Awruve Wauttan jan Lape ntag —~y oa Nov 
21 


Roonsee,. Herseat yg ths bigs, Oniey ot uw Hull, Builder 
Nov 19 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity House fa, Hull 

SeLttwoop, Tom, West Cholderton, Wilts, on ~ Nov 
Qlati2 Off Reo. = —s: —— st, Salisbury 

Ganp. | Hewry, RY ton > tro 1 rd Nov 21 at12 


Sirs, CHARLES, ge carey a Portsmouth, House cont 
Nov 21 at 4 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st 
Portsmouth 

Somers, Lawrexce, Woodchurch rd, West Hampsteai, 
= > Agent Nov 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

rey 


ecm = Epmuunp, Longley rd, Tooting junc, 
Boot Maker Novy 22 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 

Taytor, James Henry, Walsall, Saddlery Manufacturer 
Nov 22 at 11.30 Off "Ree, Wolverhamp’ ton 

Tuomas, Samugy, Skewen, or Neath, Glam, Collier Nov 26 
atll Off Reo, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Turser, WILuraM JAMES, and Jouxy Houwrs Torver, 
King’s Cliffe, Northampton, Coal Merchints Nov 21 
atiz Law Courts, Peter borough 

Varpy, Josera Warsop, Notts, Cycle Dealer Novy 22 at 12 
Off Ree, 4, Dastle pl, Park at, Notungham 

Wacuoips te, Comenn ot rd, Middlesex, Woollen Mer- 
chant Nov 23 at 11 Bankruptoy bidgs, Carey st 

Waren, Unsane, Darwen, Lancs, Nurseryman Novy2lat 
11 Off Reo, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Wararx, Wiettam, Chweldon, Wilts, Builder Nov 19 
atil Off Reo, 38, Regent st, Swindon 

Warny, Atrazp Witiiam, Ashford, Kent, Bootmaker 
Nov 19 at 12 Off Reo, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Abas, Heansat awe, Sunderland Sunderland Pet Jan 
25 Ord Novs 

Beer, Bowarp Joun, Ooalville, iateaster, Clothier Barton 

B “aM Wien gf od Toma Mer! Fish 

BLL, WILLIAM, jun, ‘ish Merchant @G@ 

Grimsby Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 4 , 

— Witt Baro OLR H iat Ditch, Manchester, 

Vine Seller Manchester Pet Nov? Ord Nov 7 

Sauna Wittiam, Petworth, aang Léoensed Victualler 
righ’ on Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 8 

Biackuoan, Hanon, sen, Bpsom ” Croydon Pet July 14 
O d Nov8 

Bonxeroxn, Moans, Leeds, Jowellor Leeds Pet Sept 3 
Ord Nov8 


Baapavay, Farpeniox, Kidd er, Grocer Kidder- 

» minster wer é gee - 

ane, Gosseg lewport, leatnoug wilder Mid Nes- 
brough Bet Nuv 9 Ond Nov 

Cuavwick, Wiaaam Hawi, douth hore Black pool, 
Faraiture Dealer Preston Pet Nov? Ord Nov 9 


Cooke, Cyvat Waprna, — = Crouch, 
Covlinatord Pet Bepte Ord 

Co.ta, Farpene _ ee y Vistuatte: Hastings 
Pet Novl Ord 


Cox, Juma, Warwick, Baker Warwick Pet NovS Ord 


Curtis, Witt1am Feeperice, Eastney, Hants, Decorator 
Portsm uth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Dewutnst, Joux, Sowerby, nr ee, Farmer’s Man 
Halifax. Pet Nov8 Ord Nov 

Davry, Jouy, Tunbridge Wells, Clothier Tunbridge Wells 
Pet Oct 12 Ord Nov8 

Doce, Josern CHAg.es, Suddersfleld, Carrier Hudders- 
field Pet Nov3 Ord Nov3 

Dvuxycomse, ovens Ernest Vacentixe, Pall Mall High 
Court Pet Aug10 O.d Nov7 

Epwanps, an Baerrtos, Newtown, Montgomery, 
Draper Newtown Pet Oct 26 Ord Nov 9 

Epwaros, AnTHony Grorce, Burnham, Somerset, Grocer 
Bri ater PetOct15 Ord Nov7 

Garrap, Eanest WIui14M, Carlisle, Hotel Keeper Carlisle 
Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Gityeap, Georce WI ttiAM, ~The Yorks, Joiner 
Wakefield Pet Nov7 Ord Nov7 

Grover, Faaxx, Nottingham Nottingham Pet Nov 9 
Ord Nov 9 


Heatey, Josepn, and Witiiam Ferperick Wnasee, 
i Leicester Pet Oct 18 Ord Nov 7 


uth Pet Nov7 Ord Nov 7 
Hooper, Frep Ausert, Francis st, Tottenham Court rd, 
ee Victualle: 
Hupsos, Riczarp Warne, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Nov7 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Hyp, Gzorce Hawarp, Seetpm, Stock Broker Man- 
Jacxsox, Joun onan Todmorden, Joiner 
Pet Oct 14 Nov 8 
st, Fleet st HighCourt Pet 
Nov7 O:d Nov7 
Mason, Eowarp Josrrn, Aston, Warwick, Grocer Bir- 
Mercer, Atrrep Epwaarp, a Builder Canter- 
Pet sept 26 Ord Nov 
Court Pct Nov8 O:d Nov8 
NEALE, ALGEaNON Gs, Barton st, West Kensington 
Newnay, Frepericxk Henay, Norwich, Painter Norwich 
PetNov9 Ord Nov9 
urt Pet Nov 
Ord Nov 
Ouserme, Some Wri, Hemsworth, 
Potato F: 
Priitve, haan ey Hewry. Ashton under Lyne, Painter 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Oct 25 Ord Nov9 


, Tailors 
Hip, Epwarp Lupton, Hilsea, Hants, Licensed Victualler 
Portsmo 
r High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord 
Hvucues, Ricuarp, Tregaron, Cardigan, Mason Carmarthen 
—s Pet Aug 25 Ord Nov 4 
Barnley 
LaVELL, , oo A OF ears 
ham Pet Nov5 O:d Nov7. 
Moornovuss, Row.anp Grorce, "Uxbridge rd, Shepherd's 
Bush, High 
High Court Pet July 27° Ord Nov 5 
Newsay, Wu and Hexrey Janes yy Webber 
at, Biackfciae, Harness Makers High Co 
or W 
Wakefield Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 
Farmer Salford Pet 
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Hermay, H, Lower North st, Poplar, Wa , Wall Paper Merch wnt 
High Court Pet Oct 24 
Hist, Dax, Low Moor, Bradford 


Pet Novl0 Ord Nov 10 


Ord Nov 11 
Jackson. , Stockport, Clovhier . Stockport 
Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 « 10% 


Joxes, Taomas Gairrira, Lianrwst, Denbigh, Agent Port- 
madoc Pet Nov t0 Ord Nov 10 
Kest, Geuvrce Hsesert, Kendal, Westmorland, Boot 
i Kendal Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 19 
Restaurant Keeper Bolton Pet 


Oppes, AtFaep Water, Whitstable, 
Canterbury Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Eexgsr x, Aberdare, Hairdresser Aberdare 
Pet Nov 10 Ord Now 10 


Ress, Ress, Pentrechwyth, Swansea, Spelterman Swansea 
mB ay eh ton. Manchester, Cap 
T , ar , 
Manufacturer’ Salford Pet Oct 14 Oni Nov 10 

Row.asp,. W Phillimore Kensington _ 


Pet Oct 3 Ord Nov 10 


Ord Ni oe 

ens, eee hn st, Edgware rd High Court Pet 
8 Oud Hoy 10 L Brewer Bolton Pet 
maRPLes, THOM , Lancs, 
Gre. "A” Crepes of, Spitalfields, Butcher High Court Pet 

cs or 

Oct Ord Ni . 
Taywon, Jonx 





Sztitwoop, Tom, West Cholderton, Wilts, Carpenter 
2 Salisbary ne gs | Ord Nov .. - 
IMPSON, CHABLES wy asborough, orks, 
Plasterer Pet NovS Ord Novg 
Spence, Groner Evowarp, Whitby, Yorks, Butcher 
Stockton on Tees Pet Nov 2 Ord Nov 8 
Tay.or, Grorcs Martin, New Clee, Gt Grimsby, Carter 
GtGrimsty Pet Nov8 Ord Nov8 
Taytor, James Henay, Walsall, Staffs. Saddlery Manu- 
‘ facturer bey Bet On 1 Ord Hor 5 Ses 
wippy, ARTHUR WILLI4M, Sevenoaks, Agent ~ 
Wells Pet 


Nov2 Ord Nov5 
Vervon, Wittian Cabinet Maker High Court 
Pet July 30 Grd Nov 8 
WALKpen, 


axest WitttiaM, Altrincham, Cheshire, Estate 
eng Pet Nov8 Ord Novs 

Wauvace, Hevay , Yorks, Vaccination Officer 
Sheffield Pet ort 7 Oni Nov? 


London Gazette. —Turspay, Nov. 1. 


Asquitu, ALBERT, 
Novio Ord Leh 10 
Bravrort Tix Prats Co, Morriston, @ 
Manufacturers Swansea Pet Out 25 0. 
Bavowsr, James Evans, Darlaston, Auctioneer 
Nov? Ord Nov? 
Coopar, Anraur yy Longton, Statfs Stoke on Treat 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Novi 
Coorsr, Henry, Powiek, , Farmer Worcester 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Caaven, Witt1am Banest, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Eason, Witttam Horxtyson Bass, Moulton Chapel, Li 
E xb, J Fal “fee Nor 10 0 ‘Gumi 
pMUNDS, JomN mou a 
2 Court Pet Nor 12 Ord te “4 n 
wons, Aaruua Heway, Let High Court Pet 
Fept2i Ord Nov il ” 
Evans, Wruutam Say Bangor, Grocer Bangor Pet 
he Nov *., Ord ag? 
WLR, 41am Hewry, Portsmouth, Laundry 
unset. Portemouth Pet Nov Me Ord Nov ee ae 
maox, Wruutam, . organ «= Nea 
Noy 2 Ont tor 12 
Gorror, epee ©, Ipswich Ipswich Pet Nov 12 
ov 





Coven, Barnet Cnaares, Gt Gee ae St eatrainster 
ow — ay Pet July Onl New 11 
‘ate roa ey , Bloke Suffolk, 
- ¥ bee Nov 13 Ord Nov 19 : 
anapen, OuN oct Kort \aatypondkt 
Nov 10 hen lo vans 


RivewaY, ALyeep, 
Ord Nov 8 Wireman. Aantme Sassen, Beseiins gine, Bunastend, 
Ros Jonx, Rhosbodrual petite, _Cunarven x Physi jan High Gane Pet Nov 12. Ord Nor 
<< i e. Bet Kor? la Oak wey Y Rortnade Pet Nov 10 ‘Oc Neste 
wsow, JouN FREDERICK, y de icest: ov 
Tobacconist Burton on Trent Pet Nuv 8 Ord Nov 8 | Yovse. Panui, Duke a, ste. Licensed Victualler 
Rov'neos, WinLIAM, out <a 5 A Bonnet Manutacturer High Court Pet Nov 10 Nov 10 
ov ‘ov 
Ropoers, Maax, Altrincham. Chester, Fruiterer Man- FIRST MEETINGS. 
chester Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 9 Asquits, ALBERT, Bradfor?, Farmer Nov 24 at 


Licensed Nov 
Venn, neva oem, Bat? 
i 174, Corporation Binsiaptens —— 
Gnome, Samcns, Cinderford, Glos, Miller Nor 38 at 12 


Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Baows, Stoxzy, Hapoup, Yorks, Cycle Dealer 
Nor ¥8 at 4.30 moe 
Cars. Gro Yorss, Builder 


Bas, 
Novvoat 2D OF 
Caustox, Howarp unanane, Uutend 
Engine r 


Bay. I of W, cot we 
op ry hy 


Worcester, Farmer ao 
orcester 
Baker Nov Bat li Of Reo, & 
Dewniast, Joy , mur Galifax, Farmer's Mae 
Nov xi at 8 ft Ree, cmbea, Habifax 
Dorstas, Pet, Cornwall, Tailor Nov 24 at 12 
Bice, Bomawen ss euro 
nue, uene e 
Tr or 
Epwaaps, , Haney, fen, Srten Ss SES ms Now 
at Slo 
Ewors, one ean ~ “oheea u 


dDidga, Carey & 
Foren, Anmom Boot Dealer Nor Bat Ub 17% 


Foara, Wau Ww. Teen, Yorks, 
Carter wat 3 OG Ben a Albert eat Mabie: 


45, Cop-nhagen at, 
Cox eon, Warwick, 


Garnaan, Bavrst Wreuram, Oatiisda, Hotel Keeper Nov 35 
at Court House, Canticle 
Grane, B A, Seaford Batcher Nor Mals OF 
4, Pavition 
Qraay, Wreaan Hower, Qvatractor 
eustan > come Tatea’s Agent WN. 
wp, Oa N 
4 x tone ion = Beer Nov at “ 
aut, Ronrar wr a, 
14, Bedford rew 


Harn, Seocen Baker Nor Bat wm OF 
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Hrast, Dax, Low Moor, Bradford, Contractor Nov 24 at 3 
Oif Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradf rd 
Houitxotox, ALrrep Jamas, Woodford Green, Electrical 
Nov 23 at 12 enti omy bidg-, "Carey st 
Hows... Wit.14u, Brays Green, Little Missenden, Bucks, 
Suckster Pet 24 at12 1, +t Aldates, Oxford 
Hupsos, Ricnarsp Waaxr Nov 2% at 3.45 
erty my Ma Nov 26 at 
ydigan, Maron Ov 26 al 
lu wy gg eg eee ge 
Faepsxicx Heyer, Birmingham, Sto tter 
Nov 24at 1 174, Corperatioa st, Kirmingham 
Jorxzs, Saucer Lewis, a ¢ Colliery Proprietor 
Nov 80 at 12 a 31, al rd, Swansea 
ey Pers, Bot' ton, esiaurant Keeper Nov 25 at 11 
, st, Bol 
Lavati, Aurano, Whiterars st, Fleet st Nov 28 at 2.30 


st 
Lavan, Eu.te, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh Nov 25 at 2.30 Crypt 
te row, Chester aii 
Suffo 


Maw. Samvgu ALEXANDEs, ows ud Market, 
Nov 24at 2 Town Hail, Ips 
Mazrx1os, Wi.tiam, Conasans ween, auiass Nov oa 11.30 


Off Rec, King st, Newcastle under Lyme, Staffo: 
i Saees Gerorer, Uxbri rd, Shepherd’s 
Bush, Nov 23 at 11 ptey bldga, 


Carey 

a Frepericx Hexry, Norwich, Painter Nov 23 at 
3.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Newmas, Witu1aM, and Henry James Gistinc, Webber 
st, Biacktriar, a Makers Nov 28ati2 Bank- 
ruptey 


bidgs, ‘arey 
Oxpriztp, Jons Wiiitam, Hemsworth, nr Wakefield, Ci 
Fryer Nov 26 at il Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefi 
Rosrsox, Joun Farpericx, Ashby de la Zouch, Tobac- 
conist Nov 24 at 3.45 Midland Hotel, Station st, 
ng lage 
Sane, Siptatoer, Preiiener Nov 23 at 3 Off 
Reo, Byrom st, Manchester 


RvrTHERFurD, Witurax Beit, Brighton Nov 24 at 10.30 
Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, ton 
Suanres, an Saas , Lancs, Brewer Nov25at3 19, 


Smrsox, Caaatzs Feepericr, Song eee, 
Plasterer Nov 24 at 12 Off In Sheffield 
Surrx, A, Crispin st, Splialfelds, Bate Nov 24 at 11 


Surte, He» ey ‘New Cross, oe Nov 24 at 11.30 24, 


app. 
—_ on Epwarp, Whitby, Yorks, Butcher Nov30 

at3 = 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
ny Hewey, and ArtHur SypENHAM. 


super Mare Nov 23 at 11.45 Off 
Reo, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Tarior, Gzorez Maetix, New Clee, Gt a, Carter 
og “ak Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
Davip, Khiwracor, Liar Carmarthen, 
Carpenter Nov 26 at 11” Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


; 3 Foapemox Taxes, Wellington rd, Stoke Newing- 
Bankruptcy bidgs, 


won, Sign Maker Nov 25 at 12 


aa ae Baaxpow Severe, Maer Nov 24 at 10.30 
Of 9, Bedford circus, 

Twiwpr, Agtave Wrutas, ean Cycle wane Nov 
25 at 11.20 Ss, Gabwnt 0. Laie B 

Wattace, Hesev. Balby. Vaccioa: ion Officer Nov 
24 at 12.30 Off Ree, F In, Sheffie!d 

Wairesivz, 7. Windevorhy rd, toaeah, Baker Nov 
23 at12 Bankruptcy didgs, Carey st 

Yarpy, Caanuzs, Leeds Nor 3 23 at230 Off Rec, 47, Full 


et, Lerby 
Youse, re Dake st, Vener ogg Victualler Nov 
“hawated notice tn deve yew ha published in 
the London of Nov 8: 
ALL, Toouas, Holywell, Fiint, Boot Maker Nov 17 
at 12.15 Crypt chmbdrs, Eastgate row, Chester 
ADIUDICATIONS. 


hoyuem, fame, Allerton, Bradford, Farmer Bradford 
10 Ord Nov 10 i 


Bazros, Jaurs zD, , Lincoln, Farmer King’s 
Lynn Pet Oct 31 Ord Nov 10 
Bercuzr, Jam-s Evans, Staffe, Auctioneer 


abesavon Pet Nov4 Ord Nov 10 
Box, Epwazp, , Grocer Rochester Pet Oct 21 
Ord Nov 


10 
Be Geszy Gres Btati B 
=. Foam Brighton, joner Brighton 


Beooxs, Arruve Electrical 
Giant reeon's ontaey se Dosim 
P Worcester, . ie Worcester 
Fel or te. "Ord Nov 12 


Craves, Witt1am Easrct, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
Nov 10 


Ord Nov 10 
dant Wieden Bass Moulton pel, Lincs, 
armer Pi Fyne be Ord Nov 1 z 
Eouvs», Jous Palas South ’ hemist 
Pe Novi2 Ord Nov 12 ” 
Eire, Eowin Gronct, southall, Builder Windsor Pet 
a wg a 
ze, Wutssu ¥, Portem: , le Pro- 
F 2 P Pet Movil Ord Nori” 
zvex, Tom, ton 
G ~ ~ anor Glam 
‘71 BOO", ILssaM, ’ oi 
Bovl2 Ord Mov 12 ee a 


peapeennee C, Spent Ipswich Pet Novi2 Ord 


‘Musame,. Roszat Sxow, Stoke oe by Clare, Saffolk, Parmer 
Novi2 Ord Nov 


Hattasy Glan, Mason ypridd 
LS EO , 4d, Nov 10 rece 
Hatton, Geoncr Ashtord, Kent, Builder Canter- 
0a zw Nov ll 
ane shen a Beadtont, Gontractor Bradford 


oun, Tromas Heyxry, Brompten, nr Northallerton, 
Yorks, Railway Platelayer Northallerton Pet Nov li 
Ord Nov 11 
—< Georce Harry, 
ag HoMAS GRIFFITH, Denbigh, Agent 
Portmadoc Pet Nov 10 Ord Nov 10 
Kent, Georce Hegpeet, al, Wi 
Repairer Kendal Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Kriyprep, Petes, Bolton, Restaursnt Keeper 
Pet Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Kxyow ~s Dayret, Willenhall, Metal Manufacturer 
“Wolverhampton Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Lee Gzorce ALFRED, h Brondesbury, Tobac- 
nist High Court Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
Mackistose, Wititram Jermyn st, 
High Court Pet Sept 23 Ord Nov 9 


Mi ~~ "y ~ el oe Marylebone In, Carriage 
‘088, — 

Builder High Court m Pet Oct 7 Ord Nov 12 
Nevuavuser, Ricwarp a Eastbourne, Ladies’ 
Tailor Eastbourne Pet Oct 22 Ord Nov 12 
Norton, James Sauvgt, Gt Yarmouth Powder 

Manufacturer Gt Yarmouth Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 12 
Oppex, AtFaep Water, Whi le, Furniture Dealer 
Canterbury PetNov10 Ord Nov io 
Parry, Tuomas, Talyeafn, Denbigh, Builder Portmadoc 

Pet Nov2 Ord Nov 10 
Rees, Erxest Hewry, Aberdare, Hairdresser Aberdare 

Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 
Regs, Rees, by ne Sonne, Spelterman Swansea 

Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
RosEnTHAL, Jacos, Lower Broughton, nr Manchester, a 

Manufacturer Salford Pet Oct 14 Ord Nov 12 
Rorserrosp, Wittram Bei, Brighton Brighton 

Novi0 Ord Nov ll 
Suarries, Taomas, eae, Lanes, Brewer Bolton Pet 

Nov 9 Ord Nov 
SswiTH, CHARLES, ta oe, House Agent Ports- 

mouth Pet Nov9 Ord Nov 
Teencn, Henry Branpow Sane, Exeter Exeter Pet 

Nov9 Ord Nov9 
Watiace, Hesry Sypyey Davipsos, Euston eq, Euston rd 

High Court Pet July1 Ord Nov 7 
Wansst,, Evwis, Chatham rd, Wandsworth Common 

Wanisworth Pet June 29 Ord Nov 
Waite, Watter Jonx, Ryde, I of w, nits Dealer 

Newport Pet Nov12 Ord Nov 12 
Wairtenovust, ALBERT JAMES, Newport, Butcher Newport, 

Mon Pet Novil Ord Novi 
Waitttz, Wi.ttau > hl Auctioneer Lei ester 

Pet Nov 12 Ord Nov 12 
Wicmorz, Artavr W1L114M, Broadhurst gdos, Hampstead, 

Physician High Court yt ‘ov 12 "Od Nov 12 
Wriutams, Beatetoe Eutty, Dover st Court 


Wituams, Rosert, Garn, Dolbenmaen, 
Woollen Manufacturer Portmadoc Pet Nov 10 Orie’ Oni | Im 
ov 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Soricrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it is 
requested that application be made direct to 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. 


Volumes bound at the O,fice—cloth, 2s. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Annual Subscriptions, WHIOH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: SoOLiciToRs’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 528., | um 
post-free. Soicrrors’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 288. ; Foreign, 30s. 4d. ERKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
Foreign, 288. 





Goin graigum engaged in insurance work 
to undertake the Secretarial oe of a small 


py references given and i ppenees. —Address, 8. Y., care 
of Street’s, 30, Cosnhiil, E.C. 





UTDOOR LIFE and Excellent Inyest- 
tty for young gentiema ra Sale. — Splendid 
Peek aie _— gentleman , st-class propert; inveretng_ ie 


high fg Tt cal tenn’ Shauiss; pariea’ (= han 
and with excellent prospects; no previous koow neces- 
sary ; price £12,300, cheap; convenience of payment met ; 
—— given; principals and solicitors only ; 4 

in Eogland, can be interviewed.—Cey.on, 50, Griffiths- 
sunt, Wimbledon. 


je INVESTORS. — The Subscriber has 
valuable Timber Lands in America for Sale; excellent 
—— values,—L. E. Spock, 644, Leaden- 





MassuAtt, J. Shaftesbury av, Solicitor High Court Pet | charges. P 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 


M*..& STOCKBRIDGE, Blackburn House, 
Lambeth-; undertakes Con- 
fidential Inquiries, inctading Divos Managing Glesk 


Postaet, Cheshire, Clothie experience without rae nw an = me 7 = 
ort Pet Nov10 Ord Nov 10 : Setting Coste ; unexceptionable references. : St 





ENERAL REVERSIONARY AND 
INVESTMENT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


No. 26 PALL Se aera.) 8.W. 
(Rgemovep Frou 5 


Esteblisk ed 1836, and further em: dee Act of 
“ Parliament, 14 @is Vict. a I. 
«» £619,870. 


Share and Debenture Capital 

Reversions Purchased on favour?ble terms. Loans on 
made either at annual interest or for deferred 
olicies Purchased. 





(Estasiisurpv 1828), 


Interests in Real and Personal 
Property fo Lie ater and Life Policies, and 


"nab anaonaaiaeee tate, £00t,00h. 
The Society has moved from 17, King’s Arms-yard to 
90, COLEMAN STREET, E.C. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIELY, Limited. 
10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1808. CAPITAL, £300,000. 


Reversions and Life Interests in Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 
LOANS granted thereon. 


Interest on Loans may be Capitalized. 
C. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, 5 Secretaries. 


19th CENTURY BUILDING SOCIETY, 


ADELAIDE PLACE, LONDON BRIDGE, E.C. 
Assets *« « « £158,000. 











Cuarnuay 
Sir HENRY WALDEMAR tg! 0 oy pier. IP., 
es Tem) 


which 
£100: 10 
18 14s. her pot han 12s. 11d. 


Prospectus freeof FREDERICK LONG, te 


OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 


Sees, av Sek She DAILY rag hmeye sy 
from 9 a.m. until sunset. t= "Ge 
Children always 6d. nae or a ma be elected 
Helly of the Society. Hniatce fe for past pa no 

ee —For ic apply 
Srthe becom Reonneane, , Hanover-square, W. 
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